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USTINIAN condemned Theodore of Mopsuestia because he was 
convinced that Theodore had divided the Logos-Christ into two per- 
sons, one human and one divine, and that Theodore’s Christ was no 
more than a mere man. Opinions of the orthodoxy of Theodore’s Christology 
have differed widely in medieval and modern times, but a thorough appraisal 
of Justinian’s theological writings and his judgment of Theodore has yet to be 
made. The present article," which will deal with only one phase of this ques- 
tion, is devoted to an examination of the meaning of the terms rpemrdés (mu- 
table), d\Xowrds (subject to change, changeable), tperrérns (mutability ), 
drperros (immutable), drperrérns or drpepia (immutability), dvaddoiwros 
(unchangeable), and the like in the Christological controversies of the 
fourth, fifth, and sixth centuries. | 
The signification of these epithets will be made clear by the texts cited 
in the course of this paper, but a few preliminary definitions may be of 
service. They refer in the first instance to the eternity and unchangeableness 
of the divine essence of the Logos, which is to be regarded as having united 
itself with human nature at the incarnation without change. The Logos be- 
came flesh by union with human nature in the womb of the Virgin, not by 
transformation into flesh. These words are used frequently in this sense; and 
a whole treatise of Theodoretus, entitled “Arperros, expounds this conception 
in great detail.” The reverse is also possible, and we often find denials that 
the human nature was changed into the divine after the incarnation.? The 
Chalcedonian Symbol of 451 in its formula, va xai rév adrov Xpiorov, vidv, 
KUplov, povoyery, ev dv0 diceow dovyxitas, atpéntws, advaipéras, dywpiorus 
yropildpevor, expressly rejected the view of Eutyches and the Monophysites 
that after the incarnation the human nature was absorbed by the divine.‘ 
“This is a preliminary draft of a part of my book on the theology of the Emperor 
Justinian I. 
? MPG, 83, 31-106. | 
‘ E.g., Justinian, Confessio rectae fidei, ed. Eduard Schwartz, Drei dogmatische Schriften 
Iustinians (Abhandlungen d. Bayerischen Akademie d. Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-his- 
torische Abt., N. F., Heft 18 [1939]), 74.21-24; MPG, 86.1, 997A, quoted in n. 16 below. 
“Ed. Eduard Schwartz, Acta conciliorum oecumenicorum (abbreviated below as ACO), 
2.1.2, [325], 129.30 f.; J. D. Mansi, Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio, 7 
(Paris-Leipzig, 1901), 116B. On the reading é& vo piceow, which Schwartz adopts on the 
authority of the best manuscripts instead of é Svo pvcewv, see J. Hefele-H. Leclercq, Histoire 
des conciles, 2.2 (Paris, 1908), 728 ff.; H. Denzinger, Enchiridion symbolorum (26th ed., 
Freiburg im Breisgau, 1947), no. 148, pp. 70 f.; Philip Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom, 


2 (New York, 1877), 62 ff. Justinian in his Contra Monophysitas reads & 8vol diceow: ed. 
Schwartz, Drei dogmatische Schriften Iustinians (abbreviated below as Ed. Schwartz), 31.23; 
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This is the doctrine denounced in the so-called Athanasianum (Quicunque 
vult), attributed to Athanasius but probably a work of the end of the fifth 


century, in the clauses: 


Qui licet deus sit et homo, non duo tamen, sed unus est Christus. Unus autem, non 
conversione divinitatis in carnem, sed assumptione humanitatis in deum. Unus omnino, 
non confusione substantiae sed unitate personae.® 


These connotations will be fully illustrated below. 

A somewhat different interpretation is put upon these terms in the works 
of Arius ° and Theodore of Mopsuestia, as also in some of the writings of 
Justinian that discuss Theodore’s conception of the drpemrérns of Christ, and 
in the twelfth anathema of the Fifth Oecumenical Council.’ Here rpemrés 
refers to mutability of soul, which is glorified and divinized after the resur- 
rection to immutability (drpemrdérns ). Arius and Theodore apparently sought 
in this way to preserve Christ’s human freedom of will. In combating the 
Apollinarians with their doctrine of a Jesus Christ who had perfect humanity 
except for the vods or reasonable soul (yuy7 Aoyxy), which was supplied by 
the divine Logos, Theodore wished to emphasize the perfect humanity of 
Christ. He was careful to insist that Christ was without blemish, but he 
deemed it essential for the salvation of mankind that Christ should have 
been free to choose evil and to sin had he wished to do so. Arius taught that 
Christ was a perfect created being of God, immutable and unchangeable by 
the exercise of his will, and that, by exerting his will, Christ remained good 
as long as he wished, since he was of a mutable nature.* 

Actually, however, as Athanasius had the acumen to realize, all these 
conceptions merge into one. There is no question of the freedom of the will 
here, but the more basic one of the essence of the Logos. Dealing in this way 


MPG, 86.1, 1133D. Severus of Antioch, the Monophysite, believed that the Creed had é 8vo 
gicewv: ed. A. Sanda, Severi Philalethes (Beirut, 1928), c. 62, p. 116. On the pre-Chalcedonian 
form of this phrase, see Andreas Schmid, Die Christologie Isidors von Pelusium (n. 104 
below), 52 ff. 

® Mansi, 2, 1355B; Denzinger, Enchiridion symbolorum, no. 39 £., pp. 17 f.; Schaff, Creeds, 
2, 66 ff. On the various authors proposed, see Berthold Altaner, Patrologie (2d ed., Freiburg 
im Breisgau, 1950), 235 f. G. D. W. Ommanney, A Critical Dissertation on the Athanasian 
Creed (Oxford, 1897), ascribes it to Vincent of Lerins at the first half of the fifth century. 

*See Henry M. Gwatkin, Studies of Arianism (2d ed., Cambridge, England, 1900), 22, 
24 f., 44, 120-122; G. Bardy, Recherches sur Saint Lucien d’Antioche (Paris, 1936), 235 ff.; 
J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Creeds (London, 1950), 231 ff., 242. It is curious that, despite 
their insistence on freedom of the will in Christ, the Arians believed, as did Apollinarius later 
on, that the place of the rational soul in Christ was taken by the divine Logos. 

7 See n. 10 below. 

‘ Quoted by Athanasius in De synodis, 16, MPG, 26, 709A: iSiw OeAnpat. atpertov Kat 
dvaddolwrov xricua Tod beod réAecov. See Gwatkin, 25, n. 3. See texts cited in nn. 70 f. below. 
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with the problem raised by the Arian view of the tpemrérns of Christ, 
Athanasius made a brilliant and highly original contribution to Christian 
thought. His solution was accepted by the church and lies behind much of 
the Christology, not only of Cyril, Justinian, and the Council of 553, but also 
of the Sixth Oecumenical Council (680-681), which definitely settled the 
question of the relation in Christ between the human and divine wills. Al- 
though the formula of 681 ° advances beyond that of Athanasius, it reaches 
fundamentally the same conclusion and is based upon the same premises. In 
what follows we shall see that Justinian was completely justified in anathe- 
matizing Theodore’s doctrine of Christ as rperrés until after the resurrection, 
and that in so doing he was merely following the sacrosanct tradition of 
Nicaea and applying a necessary corrective to a Christology which violated 
the fundamental tenets of Christian doctrine. 

The best brief summary of Justinian’s criticism of Theodore is to be found 
in the twelfth anathema of the Fifth Oecumenical Council (held in Con- 
stantinople in 553).”° 


° Denzinger, Enchiridion symbolorum, nos. 289-298, pp. 185 ff.; Schaff, Creeds, 2, 72 f. 

By the ninth century the phrase drperros xai dvaA\Aoiwros had become so much a part of 
the language of scholars that Photius could use it of literary style in a discussion of the authen- 
ticity of certain orations of Demosthenes: Bibliotheca, cod. 265, MPG, 104, 176C. 

” Printed in Charles Joseph Hefele-H. Leclercq, Histoire des conciles, 3.1 (Paris, 1909), 
123 ff., which is taken from Mansi, 9 (Paris—Leipzig, 1902), 384 f£.: Ei rus avruroteirau @codapov 
Tov dceBois, Tod Mowoveartias, Tod eirovros GAAov eivar Tov Hedy Adyov, Kal GAAov Tov Xpiorov td 
Tadav Woxijs Kat Tov THs TapKos ériOuuidv évoxAovpevoy, Kal TAY xELpOvwY KaTa pLKpOY yupidopevor, 
kal odTws €k mpoKxomys Epywv BeATwOHEvra, Kai ék mwodiTelas dpwpov KatagTdayTa, ws YAdv avOpwmov 
Barricbjvat els Ovopa tatpos Kat viod Kat dyiov mvevpatos, Kal bua Tod Barticpatos THv ydpw Tod 
dytov mvevpatos AaBelv, Kat viobecias d&wOijvar- Kai Kat’ lodtyta BacidsKijs cikovos eis mpocurov 
tod Geos AOyou mpockvveicOa, Kal pera THY dvdoracw arpemtov Tais évvolas, Kal dvaydpryTov 

A 4 \ , 5] 4 “a 3 a 3 aA , \ 4 A A / \ 
mavrTed@s yeverOar. Kat wadw cipnKoTos Tod avtod dceBods Deoddpov tyv Evwow Tod Heod Adyou mpos 
Tov Xpiorov rovavryv yeyerjoOat olay 6 ddatoXos émt dvdpds Kal yuvaixds: écovrar of Svo cis odpxa 
piav: Kat mpos tais dAAas dvapOpnros at’rod BrAaopnylais toApjcavtos eimeiv OTe pera THY 
dyaoTaow éudvonoas 6 KUpios Tols paOytais, Kal cimadv: AdBeTe mvedpa Gyrov, od Séduxev adrois 

aA 4 2 N / / > , = X RN e / a 4 > SA , 
Tvevpa aylov, GAG oxnpaTL MOVvoY evepianaer. oUTOS 5é Kal THV Oporoyiay Owpa THy éxi TH YnrAadjce 
TOV XELPOV Kal THs TheUpas TOD Kuplov peTa THY avdoTacwW, TO 6 KUpios pou Kai 6 Geds pov, elre, ph 
x A 0 ‘ a fol \ a a > > 3 A a / a > 4 1 7 ‘\ 
eipjolar wept Tod Xpiorov rapa Tov wud, add’ ert tH Tapadofw rhs dvactdcews éxrdayévta Tov 
OQwpav vuvioa tov Gedv, rov éyelpavra tov Xpwordv. to 8€ xeipov, Kal ev TH Tov mpdéewv TOV 
> 4 l4 3 3 “A A e , 4 € aN 4 \ “\ , 
amooTOAwy yevonevy trap’ avrod dnfev épunveta ovyxpivev 6 abros @eddwpos tov Xpiordv TAdron 

‘\ , \ 3 , \ } 4 Lid Ld > , 9 e , > a 4 
kat Mavixaiw Kat “Emixovpw kat Mapxiwv A€ye O71, Womep Exeivwy ExacTos EUpapevos oikeloy Soypa 

“\ ; , , a “\ \ 4 ‘ , \ 
Tovs atT@ pabytevoavtas meroinxe KadeioBar WAatwwiKxods Kai Maviyaiovs cai "Emtxoupelous xat 
Mapkwuords, Tov Gworov tpdrov Kai Tod Xpiorod etpapevov Sdypa é& airos Xpioriavods xadcioGat. 
el Tus Tolvuv dvtimoteirat Tod eipnpévov doeBeotdrov Meodwpov Kai rv dceBav abrod ovyypappdrouv, 
’ ® 4 > , nd 2 , , 1&7 5S A , a \ 
év ols Tas Te eipypevas Kal GAAas dvapiOunrovs BAaodypias eéyee kata Tod peydAov Heod Kal 

A Cc A 2 a a 2 ‘ b) 2 , 3.AN ‘ x 9? A 2 a 4 \ 
owtjpos nuav ‘Incod Xpiorov, dAAa pn avabeparila adrov Kai Ta doeBn adtrod ovyypdppata Kat 

, N 4 ) \ 3 A 2 A A 4 > 4 2.8 ? 4 \ A 
mavtas Tovs Sexopevous 7 Kal éxdixodvtas abrov 7 A€yovtas dpOoddEws adrov éxPécar, Kai Tovs 
ypawavtas vrép aitod Kat tév docBdv abrod ovyypappdrwy, Kal Tovs Ta Spota dpovodvras 7 
ppovycaytas wwmoTe Kat péxpt TEAOUS EupeivavTas TH ToLaVTy aipéce, dvddena Ecru. 
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If anyone defends the impious Theodore of Mopsuestia, who said that one is the 
God Logos and another is the Christ, who was harassed by anxieties of the soul and 
the desires of the flesh, and was gradually liberated from the baser passions, and in this 
way was elevated because of progress in his deeds and became blameless in his life; that 
he was baptized as a mere man in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; that 
by reason of the baptism he received the grace of the Holy Spirit and was considered 
worthy of adoption; and that in the manner of a royal image he was worshipped in the 
person of the God Logos, and after the resurrection became immutable in his thoughts 
and completely sinless. And [if anyone defends] the same impious Theodore, who taught 
also that the union between the God Logos and Christ was the same as that which the 
apostle describes between a man and a woman: “The two shall be one flesh,” and who, 
in addition to his other innumerable blasphemies, dared to assert that when the Lord 
blew upon the disciples after the resurrection and said, “Receive ye the holy spirit” 
(John 20.22), he did not give them the Holy Spirit but only blew upon them symboli- 
cally. And this fellow declared that the confession of Thomas, “My Lord and my God,” 
when he touched the hands and the side of the Lord after the resurrection (John 20.28), 
was not uttered by Thomas with regard to Christ but that Thomas, overwhelmed by 
the miracle of the resurrection, was with these words paying homage to God, who had 
raised Christ. And, still worse, in his commentary on the Acts of the Apostles the same 
Theodore compares Christ to Plato, Manichaeus, Epicurus, and Marcion, and maintains 
that, as each of these discovered his own system and was thereby responsible for his fol- 
lowers’ being called Platonists, Manichaeans, Epicureans, and Marcionites, so also 
Christ discovered a system, and the Christians are named after him. If anyone, there- 
fore, defends the said most impious Theodore and his impious writings in which he 
poured forth against the great God and our savior Jesus Christ the blasphemies de- 
scribed and innumerable others, and does not anathematize him, his sacrilegious works, 
and all who accept or justify him or hold that his views are orthodox, together with 
those who have written to defend him or his books, and those whose views resemble, 
or have ever resembled, his, and who have persevered until death in this heresy, let 
him be anathema. 


Leclercq * has documented these charges in some detail from the writ- 
ings of Theodore, but he quotes no text to support Justinian’s reference to 
Theodore’s view of Christ as rpe7és before the resurrection; and no modern 
scholar has ever before discussed the significance of this aspect of Justinian’s 
theology. Accordingly, in the analysis which follows we shall for the most 
part ignore the other objections of Justinian and concentrate upon his inter- 
pretation of Christ’s rperrérns. Actually, as we shall see, many of the major 
errors of Theodore’s Christology arise from the doctrine of the Person of 
Christ presupposed by the theory that Christ did not attain ézperréryra until 
after the resurrection. 

The twelfth anathema of the Fifth Oecumenical Council translated 
above reproduces with minor alterations the eleventh anathema, published 


4 Hefele-Leclercg, loc. cit. 
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by the Emperor at the end of his Confessio rectae fidei.” He repeats the 
same charge also in a memorandum he sent to the Council of 558 to inform 
them of the importance he attached to the condemnation of the Three 
Chapters.” In this brief document of a little more than three columns of 
Migne, called the Tuzos tod Bactéws “lovaerwiavod mpos riv ayiav ovvodov 
epi OcodHpov Tod Mowpoveorias kat Tov Nourdv, the Emperor states the defects 
of Theodore’s system in very much the same language that is to be found in 
his other two pronouncements on this subject. The chief difference in the 
portion of the text that has to do with drpemros is the addition of wpos ra 
kpeirrova to balance rév xepdver (thus strengthening the idea of a change 
in Christ from a state that was worse or lower to one that was better 
or higher), and of the adjective dpiorn to modify wodureia (which adds the 
connotation that Christ became blameless by the perfection of his way of 
life)."* These variations do not of course affect Justinian’s judgment of 
Theodore in any way. In the same work Justinian expounds the relation of 
the two natures in Christ, by saying that 


According to the flesh . . . he was born of the holy Virgin; but since God the Logos de- 
scended from heaven and emptied himself, taking the form of a servant, he was called 
son of man although he remained what he was, that is God. For he is immutable and 
unchangeable by nature.!® 


“Ed. Schwartz, 92.26-94.13; MPG, 86.1, 1017 ABC. 

“ By the “Three Chapters” (rpia xepddAaua) are meant (a) the person and works of 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, (b) the letter of Ibas, Bishop of Edessa (d. 457), to Maris, Bishop 
of Hardaschir (in Persia), and (c) the polemic of Theodoretus against the twelve anti- 
Nestorian anathemas of Cyril and the Council of Ephesus, and in defence of Theodore and 
Nestorius. See E. Amann, s.v. Trois-chapitres (affaire des), Dictionnaire de théologie 
catholique, 15 (1947), 1868-1924. 

“ MPG, 86.1, 1039D-1041A: zpés yap rats dAAas dvapOpijros abtos Svadnuias eis Xpurrdv 
Tov Deov tav yevouévais, GAAov civat Tov Bedv Adyov Kal dAXov Tov Xpiorov ard Taév THs puns 
Tabav, Kal TOV THs GapKos éerOvuidy évoyAovpevoV, Kal TOV yElLpOvwY KATA piKpoy ad.oTdpevov pos 
TG, KpeiTTOVa TH TpoKoTH TaV Epywy eAnAOEvaL, Kal TH dpiory TOALTEla yevOMEVOY GLwpLoV. Kal ws 
ytAov dvOpwrov ev dvopatt matpds, Kal viod, kal dylou mvedparos BarrioOjvat, kat Sid Tod Barticparos 
THV Xapw Tod dylov mvevpaTos eiAnhévat Kai viobecias AEwobaL, Kat Kab’ dpolwow BaowXtxys eixovos 
cis mpoowroy Tot Feod Adyou Tov Xpicrov tpockvveicOa, Kal pera THY dvdoracw arpertov Tails 
évvolais Kal dvapdptytov yeyevnoOat. Kal mpos TovTos elwe ToatTyY yeyernoOaL THY Evwow Tod beod 
Adyou mpos Tov Xpiorov Grolav 6 ardatoAos Epy wEpi Tod dvdpds Kat TAS yuvatkds’ ~govrat of Svo 

i , 
els Odpka piay. 

* Ibid., 1037C-1039A: xairou yeyévvytat ard cdpxa, ds elpnrar, é Tis dyias tapbevov, éredy 
dé 6 dvwhev €€ otpavod Katapoitncas eds NOyos Kexévwxey Eavtov, popdyv SovrAov AaBov, Kal 
Kexpnpatixey dvOpwrov vids pera Tod peivar 0 Hv; TouTéatt Oeds* Arperros yap Kat dvaAAolwros KaTa 
pvow éotiv: ws els 75y voovpevos peta THs idias caps, €€ obpavod A€yerat KaTeAeiv, dvépacrat Se 
kal dvOpwros €£ oipavod, réAeos dy év OedtyTL, Kai TéAELos 6 aitos ev dvOpwmdryT, Kal ds ev &i 
Tpoownw voovpevos. eis yap Kipios “Iyoots Xpioros, Kav 4 tov picewv Stadopa py ayvonrar, e dv 
Thy aroppynTov Evwoiv hapev wexpaxOat. Toryapodv Spodoyotpev Tov povoyevh vidv Tod Oeod Adyor, 
Gedy Tédetov, Kai avOpwrov Tédeov, ex Yuyis AoyuHs Kal Gopatos, mpd alwvwv pev ex Tod TaTpos 
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The God Logos, Justinian says, became flesh and became man without 
change and without being transformed into flesh,** remaining always the 
only begotten Logos of God the Father, the Son begotten before the ages. 
On this point he cites pseudo-Augustine to prove that the child of Mary was 
not just a man but God, who chose to be born a humble man in order to 
show by this humility his own greatness.’ 

But we must not infer from Christ's suffering and humiliation, the Em- 
peror warns, that the divine essence underwent change, for the ancient 
fathers teach that the glorification and the abasement are both to be as- 
cribed to the one only begotten God Logos, who took flesh and became 
man.’* Christ, Justinian remarks on the authority of a sermon on the Virgin 
Mary delivered by Proclus of Constantinople (d. ca. 446), was not a man 
who had been deified, or one who had become God by reason of the progress 
he had made, but God who took flesh, who was impassible by nature and 
became passible out of pity for mankind.” Those, however, like Nestorius 


yevvnbévta kata tHv OedtyTa, ex’ éecxdtwv O€ THV HuEepOv TOV adrov 8 Hyas Kai dia THY iperépay 
owrnpiav éx Mapias tis wapBévov Kata tHv avOpwrdtynTa* Opoovo.oy TO TaTpi Tov adTov KaTa THY 
Geornta, Kat dpoovarov jpiv Kata Thy avOpwrornta. 

* Ed. Schwartz, 74.21 f., 76.2 ff., 88.12 f.; MPG, 86.1, 997A: otre yap 7 Ocia hiais eis THY 
avOpwrivay pereBAnOn, obre S& % avOpwrivy vos cis Thy Oelav éerpamrn. VITC-Y9VA: 6 yap vids Tod 
Geod vids avOparov yéyovev Kai peivas Orep nv; od peTeBadev Orep yéyover. OOev Kai SVo yevvyncets 
Tod avTod povoyevois Yeotd AOyou Sporoyotpev, THV pev TPO aiwvwv ex Tod TaTpds dowpdTws, THY O€ 
én’ éoydtwv TOV hepav TOD abtod x THs aylas évddfou DeoTdKov Kai derrapBévov Mapias capxwbevros, 
kai €vavOpwrnoavtos. 6 yap éx TaTpos éekAdpwas Urép evvoiay x wnTpOs avéretAey Vrép Adyov, Kal dV 
eds dAnOns avOpwros yeyovey GAnOds. 81a TotTo Kupiws Kal Kat’ GdnOeav OeoTdKov THY daytay, 
évSofov, Kai demapOevov Mapiav opodoyotpev, ody ws Tob Oeod Adyou THv dpxnv €€ aitis AaBovTos, 
GAN’ Ore er’ éoydtwv TOV HpEepSv 6 mpd Tdv aidvwy povoyerns Heds Adyos capkwHeis éF abtis atpertus 
évyvOparnaev. kal dopatos Ov év Tois éavTod bpatos yéyovev év Tois Tap’ Huiv, Kal daraOys Gv Beds ovK 
dnntiwce traOnrtos civat dvOpwros Kai 6 aOdvatos vopols troxeiaOa. Oavdrov. LOLIB: bev adrov rov 
Bedv Adyov atpértus avOpwrov yeyevjoOar Sporoyodpev Kai ovdK eis avOpwrov Twa avrov 
édnAvbévas » . - SO also ed. Schwartz, 63.26-9 = 1079D. Opposite the Greek text Schwartz 
prints the text of a contemporary Latin translation, which bears the title (ed. Schwartz, 
p. 73): Edictum piissimi imperatoris Ivstiniani rectae fidei confessionem continens et refuta- 
tionem heresium qvae adversantvr Catholicae Dei Ecclesiae. A marginal note in one Greek 
manuscript labels it rpdypappa jrou SidacKaAla Kat éxdoors axpiBys wept THs duwpitov Kat 6pPodogov 
rlorews Hpav Tov xptottavov. Other authorities call it 8.nrov rob eboeBeordrov Bactdéws iovatuavod 
Thy THs 6pOAs iaTews TEpLexoV SmoAoyiay Kal dvacKevyV TGV paxopevov aipecewy TH KaDoALK] Tob Feod 


éxxAnoia. 
Ed. Schwartz, 54.87 ff.; MPG, 86.1, 1059D: éxetvo Oavpacov padAov Ott 6 AOyos EAaBev 
odpka Kal ok érpdan eis odpka, OTe pévwv Beds yéyovey dvOpwros . . . ottws HBovdnOy 6 tyroTos 


yevynOvar ramewvos, tva ev adth TH Tamewwoe érdelEnTra THY peyadeoTyTA. 

#* Fd. Schwartz, 59.20-28; MPG, 86.1, 1O71A: oid yap dua Ta Tarewa Tpomny Aéyovaw THs 
Tod viod Gedryros, ob5e Sua Ta tYyAG Statpodor THY avOpwrdrTyTa Tis DedTNTOS, GAAG TOD Evds Kai TOD 
abrod povoyevots Oeod Adyou cecapKwpévov Kal évavOpwrycavtos Kal TA VYNAG Kal Ta Tamed eivat 


Tapad.ooaotr. 


” Ed. Schwartz, 54.26-28; MPG, 86.1, 1059C: 6 dv xara diow arabs yéyove 8’ oixrov 
roAdurabrs: obk ex mpoxomas yéyove Beds 6 Xpiotds, ph yévouto, GAA 8v olxrov yéeyovey dvOpwros o 
beds & meorevoper’ odk avOpwrov drobewbévra Knpirropev, GAAG Oeov capxwHevta Opodoyodper. On 
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and his teacher Theodore, who do not confess that the God Logos became 
man, clearly make Christ a mere man, who was called Son of God by grace. 
In point of fact, Justinian says, the Logos is by nature the true Son of God, 
and men are sons of God only by grace.” Biblical texts like Psalms 8.5 (“For 
thou hast made him a little lower than the angels, and hast crowned him 
with glory and honor”), 2 Corinthians 8.9 (“For ye know the grace of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, that, though he was rich, yet for your sakes he became 
poor, that ye through his poverty might be rich”), Hebrews 2.9 (“But we 
see Jesus, who was made a little lower than the angels for the suffering of 
death, crowned with glory and honor’), and John 14.28 (“My father is 
greater than I”) have reference only to the incarnation of the Logos. They 
show that it was the divine Logos who humbled himself and became man 
for the sake of mankind, and not a man who was later elevated to glory and 
honor. To assume that Christ was promoted in this way, as Theodore does 
in his exegesis of the eighth Psalm, Justinian says, is to divide Christ in 
two, to introduce the false doctrine of the glorification of Christ for merit, 
and to assume that he who was thus glorified was previously alien to the 
sphere to which he had been raised.” 

Although Justinian appeals often to individual authorities like Athana- 
sius, Gregory of Nazianzus, and Cyril, he seems in condemning Theodore 
and the Three Chapters as a whole to have put his chief reliance on the 
four oecumenical councils preceding that of 558, which he himself had con- 
voked. In the Tuzos (see n. 14 above) to the Fifth Council he devotes most 
of his space to an enumeration of the first four universal councils and to a 
summary of their dogmatic decisions. He makes much, too, of the imperial 
precedents, and notes with obvious relish the role of his predecessors, Con- 
stantine, Theodosius I, Theodosius IT, and Marcian, in formulating the ortho- 
dox faith and securing the condemnation of the heretics.” In introducing his 
iHecdoctine of Proclus in the controversy over the Three Chapters, see Franz Xaver Bauer, 
Proklos von Konstantinopel, ein Beitrag zur Kirchen- u. Dogmengeschichte des 5. Jahrhunderts 


(Veroffentlichungen aus dem Kirchenhistorischen Seminar Miinchen, IV, 8 [Munich, 1919]), 
64-95. 

” Ed. Schwartz, 49.7-9; MPG, 86.1, 1047C: of 8 abrév tov Oedv Adyov evavOpwrioa ph 
dporoyoires davepoi ciow Tov Xpioroy YrrOv avOpwrov eivar kal Kara ydpw vidv Heod dvopdtec Oa 
Aeyovtes, ws  Kaxodogia Neoropiov kal @codmpov rod Si8ackddov aitod héye. Cf. ed. Schwartz, 
76.16 ff.; MPG, 86.1, 999AB. 

” Ed. Schwartz, 74.24~76.12 (Philippians 2.6 f.), 55.21-59.13; MPG, 86.1, 997B-999A, 
1061C-1069D. 

Biblical references, unless otherwise indicated, are to the King James version (occasionally 
with minor changes). 

For the history of the exegesis of Philippians 2.5 ff., see P. Henry, s. v. kénose, Dictionnaire 
de la Bible, Supplément, 5 (1950), 7-161. 

“MPG, 86.1, 1085B-1039D. 
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denunciation of Theodore, which follows immediately after his summary of 
the great conciliar decisions, he notes that the Nestorians had taken ad- 
vantage of the opportunity offered by Theodore of Mopsuestia, “whose 
blasphemies are much grosser than those of his disciple Nestorius,” to cir- 
cumvent “these four councils.” * He reinforces his argument in the Tézos by 
a long extract from the letter written by Cyril after the Council of Ephesus 
to Theodosius II in which Cyril had declared Christ to be immutable and 
unchangeable by nature.” 

In all such matters, Justinian says, the chief authority is the Nicene 
Creed drafted by the 318 fathers in 325, which he received at baptism and 
faithfully observes, and which was accepted as the touchstone of the faith by 
the “150 fathers” (i.e., the Second Oecumenical Council at Constantinople 
in 381), the Third Council (Ephesus, 481), and the Fourth (Chalcedon, 
451). He asserts vigorously and lays great emphasis upon the fact that the 
fathers of each of the three oecumenical councils that were subsequent to 
Nicaea remained faithful to the Symbol of 325 in all respects, and that the 
councils of 431 and 451 expressly rejected all creeds except that of 325. It is 
not surprising, therefore, that he places his own anathemas, which he sub- 
joins immediately after this discussion, within the same Nicene tradition,” 
and that he censures Theodore for misinterpreting the Creed of the 318 
fathers.”® 

In keeping with this principle also is the prominence that he gives in his 
system to Nicene terms like éoovovs, and his insistence that Christ was the 
eternal Logos of God the Father, of the same essence as the Father, and in 
no wise a created being.” 


THEODORE OF MOPSUESTIA 


Modern opinions on the Christology of Theodore differ widely. The 
older critics acquiesced easily in his condemnation by Justinian and the 
Council of 553; and Mai, in rejecting Theodore, repudiated those who at- 
tempted to force an orthodox interpretation upon his works.”* Neander and 


** Ibid., 1039D-1041D. 

* Ibid., 1087D. 

* Ed. Schwartz, 88.84-90.15; MPG, 86.1, 1013ABC. 

* Eq. Schwartz, 100.30 ff.; MPG, 86.1, 1025AB. The creed mentioned here by Justinian as 
condemned at Ephesus and Chalcedon was first associated directly with Theodore’s name by 
Marius Mercator; see n. 59 below. 

* Ed, Schwartz, 72.29-74.16, 76.21 ff., 59.16 ff.; MPG, 86.1, 995C-997A, 999B, 1035C, 
1071A. For other passages in Justinian on Christ’s immutability, see 27.3 ff., 31.15, 36.21 ff., 
53.32 ff. 

Te Nain de Tillemont, Mémoires pour servir a Uhistoire ecclésiastique des six premiers 
siécles, 8 (2d ed., Paris, 1718), 565-568; Leo Allatius, Diatriba de Theodoris, reprinted in 
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Dorner,” on the other hand, in their attempt to give an objective account, 
make no clear pronouncement on the question of his orthodoxy. The older 
view is repeated also in the preface to the edition of Theodore’s Commentary 
on the Minor Epistles of St. Paul by H. B. Swete, who, however, remarks that 
Theodore was “far from being a wilful heretic” and erred largely because of 
his zeal in combating Apollinarianism.* 

This judgment prevailed * until the recent publication of a considerable 
body of new texts of Theodore’s works, both in the original Greek and in 
Syriac translation, necessitated, a reéxamination and reappraisal of Theo- 
dore’s theological position. The chief of these is Theodore’s renowned com- 
mentary on the Psalms, mostly in Greek but partly in Latin, edited with 
great skill and learning by Monsignor Robert Devreesse,” who had pub- 
lished previously a valuable critical edition of the work of the Roman deacon 
Pelagius, In defensione Trium Capitulorum.® Devreesse has now terminated 
some twenty years of fruitful research on Theodore with an important book 
of over four hundred pages, modestly entitled Essai sur Théodore de Mop- 
sueste,** which contains the results of his studies and one hundred pages of 
the Greek remains of Theodore’s Commentary on the Gospel of St. John, pa- 
tiently extricated from the catenae and a host of manuscripts that often 
conceal the words now identified as Theodore’s under the name of other 
authors. Significant contributions have been made also by A. Mingana, the 
modern initiator of the new interest in this subject, who produced the Syriac 


MPG, 66, 80C et passim; Angelo Mai, Scriptorum veterum nova collectio, 6 (Rome, 1832), 
v £.; Otto Fridolin Fritzsche in his De Theodori Mopsuesteni vita et scriptis commentatio 
historica theologica (Halle, 1836, as reprinted in MPG, 66, 24B, 59-60). 

” Augustus Neander, General History of the Christian Religion and Church, transl. by 
Joseph Torrey, 4 (London, 1851), 108 ff., 409 ff., 430 ff.; J. A. Dorner, History of the Devell- 
opment of the Doctrine of the Person of Christ, Div. II, vol. I (transl. by D. W. Simon, Edin- 
burgh, 1869), 25 ff., 380 ff. 

” Theodori Episcopi Mopsuesteni in Epistolas B. Pauli Commentarii, ed. H. B. Swete, 1 
(Cambridge, England, 1880), Ixxix—Ixxxvii. 

“So Bardenhewer, Harnack, Schwane, Seeberg, and Tixeront. The question is still dis- 
cussed on the old premises, without use of the newly published material, in the fifth edition of 
Friedrich Loofs, Leitfaden zum Studium d. Dogmengeschichte, ed. Kurt Aland (Halle-Saale, 
1950), 217-227. 

" Studi e Testi, 93 (Vatican City, 1939). Other important new texts have been published 
by Karl Staab, Pauluskommentare aus d. Griechischen Kirche (Neutestamentliche Abhand- 
lungen, 15 [Miinster, i. W., 1933]), 113-212. In the same series appeared J. Reuss, Matthdus-, 
Markus-, u. Johannes-Katenen (1941), but this I have not yet been able to obtain. See also 
Johannes Quasten, “Theodore of Mopsuestia on the Exorcism of the Cilicium,” Harvard Theo- 
logical Review, 35 (1942), 209-219; idem, ed., Francis J. Reine, The Eucharistic Doctrine and 
Liturgy of the Mystagogical Catecheses of Theodore of Mopsuestia (Catholic University of 
America Studies in Christian Antiquity, 2 [Washington, D. C., 19421). 

” Studi e Testi, 57 (Vatican City, 1932). 

* Tbid., 141 (ibid., 1948). 
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of Theodore’s catechetical homilies together with an English rendering 
(On the Nicene Creed, On the Lord’s Prayer, On Baptism, On the Eucharist 
and Liturgy, and a brief Catechism, that purports to give a synopsis of 
Christian doctrine); *° by J. M. Vosté, who edited and translated into Latin 
(from the Syriac) Theodore’s Commentary on the Gospel of St. John, 
and has written a number of notable articles on Theodore; ** and by Ray- 
mond Tonneau, who, working in collaboration with Devreesse, has put out a 
photographic reproduction of Ms. Mingana Syr. 561 with a French version 
of the same catechetical orations that Mingana had rendered into English in 
Woodbrooke Studies.* In bringing out this corpus, though not unmindful of 
the great services of Mingana and the accuracy of his scholarship, Tonneau 
sought to reproduce Theodore’s ideas with even greater fidelity, in order to 
do Theodore full justice and spare him criticism arising from infelicities of 
style or misinterpretation of key doctrinal passages. 

Devreesse summarizes all that is known of Theodore and gives a well- 
documented exposition of Theodore’s theological system. As a result of his 
textual researches he concludes that, when it is possible to control them by 
the genuine body of Theodore’s writings, the fragments represented by the 
Council of 553 as excerpts from his works “se présentent tronqués, falsifiés, 
dénaturés de toute maniére”; and that, wherever passages exist only in the 
conciliar acts and cannot be found in context in the indubitable works of the 
author himself, they should be regarded as in conflict with Theodore’s posi- 
tion (“la ot la pierre de touche fait défaut nécessité est de reconnaitre qu ils 
contredisent l’enseignement de Théodore” ).** Believing that no one today 
would condemn Origen as Justinian did, he requests the same indulgence for 
Theodore. One can detect omissions and exaggerations in Theodore’s 
treatises, Devreesse says, but we should not on this account impute to him 
errors of which he was not guilty or reproach him for the date of his birth.” 

> Woodbrooke Studies, 5-6 (Cambridge, England, 1932-33); Bulletin of the John Rylands 
Library, 5 (Manchester, 1919), 296-316. 

* Theodori Mopsuesteni Commentarius in Evangelium Iohannis Apostoli (Corpus Scrip- 
torum Christianorum Orientalium, Scriptores Syri, Series Quarta, Tomus III, Textus, No. 115 
[Paris, 1940], Versio, No. 116 [Louvain, 1940]); “Théodore de Mopsueste sur les Psaumes,” 
Angelicum, 19 (1942), 179-198; “L’oeuvre exégétique de Théodore de Mopsueste au ii” 
concile de Constantinople,” Revue Biblique, 38 (1929), 382-395, 542-554; idem, “Le Com- 
mentaire de Théodore de Mopsueste sur St. Jean, d’aprés la version Syriaque,” ibid., 32 
(1923), 522-551. See also Berthold Altaner, Patrologie (2d ed., Freiburg im Breisgau, 
1950), 277 £.; L. Patterson, Theodore of Mopsuestia and Modern Thought (London, 1926). 

* Les homélies catéchétiques de Théodore de Mopsueste, reproduction phototypique du 
Ms. Mingana Syr. 561 (Selly Oak Colleges’ Library, Birmingham) , traduction, introduction, 
index (Studi e Testi, 145, Vatican City, 1949). 


% Essai, 288. 
*® Thid., 285. 
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Actually, Devreesse finds little to reprehend in Theodore and, in his final 
summary, presents Theodore’s Christology in eminently orthodox terms: At 
the appointed time, he says, the Son of God condescended to dwell among 
men; and the Logos took flesh, being God, like his Father, from whom he is 
inseparable, and also perfect man, like us mortal men, assuming and as- 
sumed, two natures, one person.*° 

In this exposition Devreesse makes no attempt to collate Theodore’s 
theories with orthodox dogma. He does not point to their Nestorian charac- 
ter or attempt to justify or explain them on dogmatic grounds. Thus, he pre- 
sents without historical comment or exegesis Theodore’s notion, which surely 
smacks of Nestorianism, that the man assumed by the Logos was brought 
back to life by Him and by Him made immortal, impassible, incorruptible, 
and absolutely immutable, and placed at the right hand of the Father as 
judge of the universe. Apparently, in the numerous other passages in which 
Theodore seems to have divided Christ sharply into two persons (one human 
and one divine), Devreesse feels that these views are tolerable dogmatically 
because the subjects they treat had not yet been formulated in precise 
terms by an oecumenical council. Moreover, he would probably argue, 
Theodore constantly appeals to the traditional language and insists that the 
two natures, the human and the divine, are united in the one Jesus Christ. 
Amann gave a very similar interpretation in the critique he wrote to salute 
the appearance of Mingana’s Woodbrooke Studies, as also in a more recent 
article.** 

Both Amann and Devreesse seem to have been so impressed by the 
originality and sound instincts of Theodore in Biblical exegesis,*’ and by 
the vigor with which he attacked Docetism and Apollinarianism, that they 
criticize him only with the greatest reluctance and many qualifications. 
Neither Martin Jugie nor Wilhelm de Vries felt any such qualms, and repudi- 
ate Theodore unequivocally as a heretic. Jugie calls him “le vrai pére de la 
doctrine condamnée par l’Eglise sous le nom de nestorianisme,” and finds 
his sacramental doctrine also defective for teaching that the consecrated 

” Ibid., 279: “Au temps marque dans le plan divin, le Fils de Dieu condescend 4 habiter 
parmi les hommes. C’est le Verbe qui prend chair: Dieu, comme son Pére, dont il est insépara- 
ble; homme parfait, comme un mortel d’entre nous. Assumant et assumé, deux natures, une 
personne — Je Christ historique, d’un mot. L'Esprit ~ Saint forme son temple, le conduit au 
désert, le ressuscite. C’est lui, cet Homme-Dieu, qui est glorifié; c’est lui qui viendra juger le 
monde.” 

" [bid., 117 f. 

““La doctrine christologique de Théodore de Mopsueste (A propos d'une publication 
récente),” Revue des sciences religieuses, 14 (1984), 161-190; s.v. Théodore de Mopsueste, 


Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, 15 (1943), 235-279. 
“ Devreesse, Essai, 5-42, 53-93, gives the necessary bibliography. 
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elements in the Eucharist are only figuratively the real body and blood of 
Christ.** 

In the same vein, but more thorough and more detailed is the judgment 
of Wilhelm de Vries, who finds Theodore’ dogmatic position unsatis- 
factory on several counts.*’ He is of the opinion that the chief error of Theo- 
dore is his denial of the true incarnation of the Son of God, his refusal to 
recognize that God truly became man in Christ and that God and man in 
Christ are one. In distinguishing between him who assumes and him who is 
assumed, and in stating categorically that these two are not the same, 
Theodore, according to de Vries, imperils the whole doctrine of salvation 
and of the sacraments.** Moreover, he says, Theodore in the epi rijs 
évavO pwrioews,” asserts that since no dvo.s (nature) can exist without 
an hypostasis and no hypostasis, without a mpécw7ov, and since the two na- 
tures of the person are both complete, there must be in Jesus Christ two 
mpoaurra, one of the Logos and another of the humanity.** Thus, Theodore 
lacked a true conception of the communicatio idiomatum, actually taught 
that there were two persons in Christ, denied original sin and its conse- 
quences, and, by refusing to recognize that Christ is truly God (since God 
only dwells in him), made a mere man, and not God, the cause of our salva- 
tion. This means, he believes, that the participation of mankind in the 
humanity of Jesus Christ, who, according to Theodore, is only the adoptive 
Son of God, gives us no consortium divinae naturae. Theodore’s ideas on the 
sacraments follow the same pattern and in effect contravene the teaching of 
the Church that we become united with Christ in this world through bap- 
tism, or that there is a Real Presence of the Body and Blood of Christ in the 
Eucharist, or that the sacraments in general have more than symbolic value. 
De Vries admits that Theodore constantly made use of acceptable language 


“Te ‘Liber ad baptizandos’ de Théodore de Mopsueste, ” Echos dOrient, 34 (1985), 
257-271 (by “Liber ad baptizandos” Jugie means the various catechetical orations published 
by Mingana and Tonneau); Theologia dogmatica christianorum orientalium ab ecclesia catho- 
lica dissidentium, 5 (Paris, 1935), 90-91, 296-299, 308-311, 318 f. 

“Dey ‘Nestorianismus’ Theodors von Mopsuestia in seiner Sakramentenlehre,” Orientalia 
Christiana Periodica (abbreviated below as OCP), 7 (1941), 91-148; Sakramententheologie 
bei den Nestorianern (Orientalia Christiana Analecta, 183 [Rome, 1947]), index, s.v. 

“OCP, loc. cit., 92 f.; Mingana, Woodbrooke Studies, 5, 198, 82; cf. 142, 38; 208, 91; 
206, 90. 

‘Many of the criticisms made against Theodore stand the test of modern critical methods. 
But the passage on which de Vries relies here, taken from Leontius of Byzantium, does 
Theodore a great injustice, as is brilliantly demonstrated by Marcel Richard, “La tradition des 
fragments du traité wep! 79s évavOpwrjcews de Théodore de Mopsueste,” Le Muséon, 56 (1943), 
64 f.; idem, “L’introduction du mot ‘hypostase’ dans la théologie de Yincarnation,” Mélanges 
de Science Religieuse, 2 (1945), 21-29. 

“OCP, 93 f. 
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in expounding Christology and the sacraments, but claims that, despite this 
fact, he always abandons the teaching of the Church for the rationalistic 
and heretical exegesis of the Antiochene School, of which he was the fore- 
most spokesman.*” 

From the strictly theological standpoint de Vries’s strictures have great 
merit. The flaw in his argument, however, is that he oversimplifies the his- 
torical situation here and fails to demonstrate at any given point that the 
theories of Theodore which he reprehends as heretical could have been rec- 
ognized as such by Theodore or his contemporaries. He offers no proof that 
during Theodore’s lifetime the doctrine of the Person of Christ, of the rela- 
tion between dvois, iréoracis, and mpécwrov, had been formulated in any 
juridical or oecumenical way. Theodore died in 428, and therefore can 
hardly be criticized for not following the mandate of the Third Oecumenical 
Council of Ephesus (431), even if it were possible to determine what, if 
any, truly oecumenical decisions were reached at that time, in view of the 
bifurcation of the Council into two sections, one consisting of the partisans 
of Cyril of Alexandria and the other of the Antiochene group led by John of 
Antioch and Nestorius.” Likewise, it would be improper to condemn Theo- 
dore for failure to adhere to the Compromise Formula of 433, to which both 
John of Antioch and Cyril found it possible to subscribe, or to the Christ- 
ological Symbol of the Fourth Oecumenical Council of 451. 

Thus, we are faced with the problem as to whether Justinian and the 
Fifth Council of 553 were guilty of the same kind of anachronistic mistake. 
Unlike the Council of Chalcedon, which gave its oecumenical sanction to 
only two of Cyril's writings (the Epistula dogmatica ad Nestorium and the 
Epistula ad orientales),™' Justinian’s theologians in 553 endorsed also Cyril's 
Twelve Anathemas against Nestorius (the so-called Epistula Synodica), 
which clearly and unambiguously rejected the doctrine of the assumptus 
homo” and the premises underlying the Antiochene Christology. It is 


“ OCP, 94, 96, 99 f., 102-106, 108, 111, 123 f., 127, 182, 136-138. 

De Vries occasionally refers (OCP, 97 f., 100, 104 f., 106-108) to Theodore’s statements 
on the immortality, incorruptibility, and immutability of Christ, but without analysis, historical 
interpretation, or discussion of their true significance. 

” Adhémar d’Alés, Le dogme d’Ephése (Paris, 1981), 155 ff.; Friedrich Loofs, Nestorius 
and His Place in the History of Christian Doctrine (Cambridge, England, 1914), 58 f., 94 f. 

™ The two documents of Cyril approved at Chalcedon (Epistolae 4 and 39) are to be found 
in MPG, 77, 44-49, 173-81; Eduard Schwartz, ACO, 1.1.1, 25-28; 1.1.4, 15-20; 1.2, 37-39, 
104-107; 1.5, 49-51, 884-340. Cf. Mansi, 6, 960AB, 973C; 7, 113BC; 8, 821E-822E. See 
Hubert du Manoir de Juaye, Dogme et spiritualité chez Saint Cyrille d’Alexandrie (Paris, 
1944), 515 f.; Loofs, op. cit., 97 f. 

“ Justinian and the Fifth Oecumenical Council expressly rejected the view set forth 
repeatedly by Theodore that the Logos joined himself to, or assumed, a man: Ed. Schwartz, 
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often said that Justinian’s condemnation of the Three Chapters was intended 
to mollify the Monophysites and to win their loyalty to the Empire. This is a 
large question and will be treated in extenso in the book of which the present 
paper is an excerpt. As far as the anathematization of the works of Theodore 
is concerned, however, there can be no doubt that Justinian was addressing 
himself to a purely theological matter that had no specifically political im- 
plications. 

Theodore’s soteriology was closely bound up with his view of Christ as 
achieving immortality at the resurrection. God, he says, pronounced judg- 
ment against Satan, while 


He raised Christ our Lord from the dead, and made Him immortal and immutable, 
and took Him up to heaven. And He vouchsafed to all the (human) race, while still on 
the earth, the joy of (His) gifts so that no room might be left to Satan from which to 
inflict injuries on us.” 


This is a commonplace in Theodore and occurs countless times. 


He [Jesus Christ] was also baptised so that He might perform the Economy of the 
Gospel according to order, and in this (Economy) He died and abolished death. It 
was easy and not difficult for God to have made Him at once immortal, incorruptible 
and immutable as He became after His resurrection, but because it was not He alone 
whom He wished to make immortal and immutable, but us also who are partakers of 
His nature, He rightly, and on account of this association, did not so make the firstfruits 
of us all in order that, as the blessed Paul said, “He might have the pre-eminence in all 
things” [Col. 1.18]. In this way, because of the communion that we have with Him in 
this world, we will, with justice, be partakers with Him of the future good things. . . 


74.32-35, 88.3-7; MPG, 86.1, 997C, 1011B; n.b. anathemas 2, 3, 14: Mansi, 9, 377AB, 385D- 
388B; Hefele-Leclercq, Histoire des conciles, 3.1, 107 ff., 128 ff. 

The attempts of modern theologians like F. Déodat de Basly (La Christiade Frangaise 
[2 vols., Paris, 1927], supported by a series of learned and ingenious but unconvincing articles 
in La France Franciscaine, 11 [1928], 265-313; 12 [1929], 125-160; 17 [1934], 418-478, 
etc., which were analyzed at length by Auguste Gaudel, Revue des sciences religieuses, 17 
[1937], 64-90, 214-234; 18 [1938], 45-71, 201-217) and Léon Seiller (La psychologie 
humaine du Christ et Punicité de personne [Paris, 1949], published also in F ranziskanische 
Studien, 1949, and reviewed adversely by P. Galtier, Gregorianum, 31 [1950], 457 f£.) to 
prove that the Orthodox Church, East and West, has always endorsed the patently Nestorian 
doctrine of the assumptus homo are quite unsuccessful, as I hope to show on another occasion. 
H. Diepen, “De Assumptus-Homo-theologie. Een onderzoek naar de Christologie van R. P. 
Déodat de Basly, O.F.M.,” 1948, I know only from the note in Ephemerides Theologicae 
Lovanienses, 25 (1949), 481. 

Translated from the Syriac by Mingana, Woodbrooke Studies, 6, 29; Tonneau, Homélies, 
355: “et (Dieu) ... condamna lusurpateur (rvpavvos) en raison de la volonté perverse 
qu'il avait montré contre lui (le Christ) et contre toute notre race, et il émit contre lui une 
sentence. Il ressuscita alors d’entre les morts Notre-Seigneur le Christ, le fit immortel et im- 
muable et le fit monter au ciel. Dés lors il proposa pour tout le genre (humain, yevos) la 
jouissance des dons, en sorte qu'il ne restat plus au démon méme 1a moindre occasion de nous 
nuire. 
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We also when we are baptised show (in ourselves) the symbol of the world to 
come; we die with Him in baptism, and we rise symbolically with Him, and we endeav- 
our to live according to His law in the hope of the future good things which we expect 
to share with Him at the resurrection from the dead. If Christ our Lord had immediately 
after his rising from the dead, raised also all men who had previously died, and had 
bestowed upon them new life fully and immediately, we should have been in no need 
of doing anything; as, however, He actually performed only on Himself the renewal 
which is to come and through which He rose from the dead and His body became 
immortal and His soul immutable, it became necessary that this decrepit and mortal 
world should last further in order that mankind might believe in Him and receive the 
hope of communion (with Him) and future life.** 


In these words the importance for human salvation of the immortality, — 
incorruptibility, and immutability conferred upon Christ by the resurrection 
is strongly emphasized. A few more texts are of interest, both to confirm 
those already cited and to illustrate Theodore’s sharp division between the 
Logos and the human Jesus Christ, which, it must be said, gives the impres- 
sion of a Jesus Christ consisting of two persons. In his treatment of the 
sacrament of baptism, Theodore says: 


The things that the ancients held as figures and shadows came now into reality 
when our Lord Jesus Christ, who was assumed from us and for us, died according to 
the human law, and through His resurrection became immortal, incorruptible and 
for ever immutable, and as such ascended into heaven, as by His union with our nature 
He became to us an earnest of our own participation in the event. In saying: “If Christ 
rose from the dead, how say some among you that there is no resurrection of the dead 
[1 Cor. 15, 12],” (the Apostle) clearly showed that it was necessary for all to believe 
that there is a resurrection, and in believing in it we had also to believe that we will 
equally clearly participate in it. As we have a firm belief that things that have already 
happened will happen to us, so [the things that happened at the resurrection of our 
Lord] we believe that they will happen to us.® 


Theodore seems completely to have lost sight here of the presence of the 
Logos in the person of Christ. His Jesus Christ seems hardly more than a 
man, ros avOpwros. Similarly, further along, Theodore adds: 


And He [the man assumed from us] became for ever immune from death, and im- 
mortal and incorruptible by nature. And as such He ascended into heaven and became 
for ever beyond the reach of the harm and injury of Satan, who was thus unable to do 
any harm to a man who was immortal, incorruptible and immutable, and who dwelt 
in heaven and possessed a close union with the Divine nature.** 


“ Woodbrooke Studies, 5, 69 £.; Tonneau, Homélies, 151-153. 
* Woodbrooke Studies, 6, 19 f.; Tonneau, Homeédlies, 381. 
* Woodbrooke Studies, 6, 22; Tonneau, Homélies, 337. 
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At one point, in comparing the sacrament of baptism to the death (during 
the baptism itself and immersion into the water) and resurrection (in rising 
out of the water) of the Lord, he goes so far as to say that 


you have been born and have become a new man; you are no more part of Adam who 
was mutable and burdened and made wretched by sin, but of Christ who was com- 
pletely freed from sin through resurrection, while even before it He never drew nigh 
unto it. It was congruous that (this sinless state) should have had its beginning in Him 
before (His resurrection), and that at His resurrection He should fully receive an im- 
mutable nature. In this way He confirmed to us the resurrection from the dead and 
our participation in incorruptibility.®” 


Otherwise, he no doubt felt, Christ could not have been a complete and 
perfect man, and could not have held out to all men the hope of eternal life. 

Several attempts have been made to reconstruct from the extant Syriac 
the original text of the Nicene Creed ** that Theodore expounded in his 
catechetical orations. All of these differ slightly from each other but all agree 
that Theodore’s Creed, not to be confused with the Symbolum fidei ascribed 
to him by the Fifth Council,” bore closer resemblance to the so-called Sym- 
bol of 381 than to that of 325, and lacked the anathemas in which the fathers 
of 325 denounced the Arian doctrine that Christ was rperrés. The Creed of 
325 is so frequently cited in the early centuries of the church together with 


 Woodbrooke Studies, 6, 67; Tonneau, Homélies, 455: “Tu es né et devenu complétement 
autre; tu n’es plus dés lors partie de (cet) Adam, qui est changeant, — parce que accablé de 
péchés et malheureux,— mais (tu es partie) du Christ, qui fut absolument exempt (de 
latteinte) du péché par la résurrection, n’en ayant méme fait aucun depuis le commencement, 
parce qu'il convenait que cela aussi fit aussi en lui a titre primordial; mais, par la résurrection, 
c’est complétement qu'il recoit la nature immuable. Par conséquent, pour nous aussi, il con- 
firme la résurrection d’entre les morts et la participation a l’incorruptibilité.” 

5 Devreesse, Essai, 103, n. 3; idem, “Les instructions catéchétiques de Théodore de 
Mopsueste,” Revue des sciences religieuses, 13 (1983), 425-427; J. Lebon, “Les anciens sym- 
boles dans la définition de Chalcédoine,” Revue @histoire ecclésiastique, 32 (1936), 835-840. 
A. Riicker, Ritus Baptismi et Missae, quem descripsit Theodorus Ep. Mopsuestenus in sermon- 
ibus catecheticis (Opuscula et Textus historiam ecclesiae eiusque vitam atque doctrinam illus- 
trantia, Series liturgica, edd. R. Stapper et A. Riicker, [Miinster, 1933]), 43 £. See also J. N. D. 
Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, 187 f. 

"© Essai, 256 f£.; see index, s.v. symbole. Devreesse accepts as Theodore’s no symbolum fidei 
except that included in the commentary on the Nicene Creed. He denies the authenticity of 
the creed attributed to Theodore by Marius Mercator and condemned as Theodore’s by 
Justinian, the Fifth Council, and Leontius, and believes that it is improper to associate this 
latter document with Theodore in any way whatsoever. W. de Vries, loc. cit., on the other 
hand, while uncertain whether it was actually penned by Theodore himself, is of the opinion 
that the theological notions it contains may properly be traced back to him. Kelly, loc. cit. (in 
previous note), rightly draws attention to the striking resemblance between the creed rejected 
by Devreesse and the Nestorian symbol reconstructed by C. P. Caspari, Ungedruckte, un- 
beachtete u. wenig beachtete Quellen zur Geschichte des Taufsymbols u. d. Glaubensregeln, 
1 (Christiania, 1866), 116 ff.; G. Ludwig Hahn, Bibliothek der Symbole u. Glaubensregeln 
d. alten kirche, (3rd ed., Breslau, 1897), no. 182 (pp. 144-146). 
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its anathemas that it is difficult to understand why Theodore was unaware 
of the unacceptability of his doctrine of drpemros, although the Creed does 
occur occasionally without the anathemas. It is of some interest that Nestor- 
ius apparently meant by the “Nicene Creed” a formula like the so-called 
Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed, which, with the exception of the hybrid 
symbol given by Epiphanius in his Panarion, regularly omits the anathe- 
mas.” None of Theodore’s modern critics has noted the relevance of the 
Nicene anathemas to a true appraisal of Theodore’s Christology. But Jus- 
tinian, whose talents in this field have often been misunderstood, depreci- 
ated, and scorned, was too acute a theologian to miss so obvious a point. 
What he was doing was to judge Theodore by the criterion of the Symbolum 
fidei to which all churchmen professed allegiance, and which was by uni- 
versal assent the infallible criterion of orthodoxy, always cited by all sides. 

The Council of 325 intended by its anathema of those who regarded 
Christ as rperrés to condemn the view that Jesus Christ like a man made a 
choice between good and evil by virtue of his freedom of the will, and 
could even have chosen sin and error had he willed to do so. This can be 
proved by the pronouncement made earlier in 325 when the Council of fifty- 
six bishops from Asia Minor, Syria, and Palestine that met at Antioch to ap- 
point a successor to Philogonius took it upon itself to formulate an anti-Arian 
creed rejecting such a conception.” Since this material was first published 


” Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, 318 f.; Francis J. Badcock, History of the Creeds (2d ed., 
London, 1938), 195 f., 209; cf. P. T. Camelot, “‘Symbole de Nicée,’” OCP, 18 (1947), 425 ff. 

Eduard Schwartz, “Das Nicaenum u. das Constantinopolitanum auf der Synode von 
Chalkedon,” Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, 25 (1926), 38-88: J. Lebon, 
“Les anciens symboles dans la définition de Chalcédoine,” Revue dhistoire ecclésiastique, 
32 (1936), 809-876; idem, “Nicée-Constantinople, les premiers symboles de foi,” ibid., 537- 
047; A. d’Alés, “Nicée. Constantinople, les premiers symboles de foi,” Recherches de science 
religieuse, 26 (1936), 85-92. Cf. Ignacio Ortiz de Urbina, El Simbolo Niceno (Madrid, 1947); 
idem, “Textus Symboli Nicaeni,” OCP, 2 (1936), 330-350. 

For rare instances of the omission of the anathemas from the Nicene Creed, see the Latin 
version quoted by Pope Leo I in his letter to the Emperor Leo I (Ep. 165), ed. Schwartz, 
ACO, 2.4, 114.18 ff; MPL, 54, 1159B (Latin), 1160B (Greek); Cuthbert H. Turner, 
Ecclesiae occidentalis monumenta iuris antiquissima, canonum et conciliorum Graecorum 
interpretationes Latinae, 1.2.1 (Oxford, 1913), 306. But cf. (with anathemas) ibid., 298 f., 
3804-305, 307, 309-320. Note also ibid., 300, where one manuscript omits the et mutabilem 
uel conuertibilem esse Filium Dei, and 308, a copy of the Creed taken from Cyril, Epistola 1, 
in which Cyril fails to give the anathemas: MPG, 77, 16C; Mansi, 5, 479 f.; Schwartz, ACO, 
1.1.1, 12.32-13.5; 1.3, 6.4-11. Cyril gives the anathemas in Epp. 4 and 55, for which see nn. 51 
and 106. Other quotations of the Creed with anathemas can be found in Schwartz, ACO, 1.1.4, 
51.19-29; 1.3, 28.12-22, 60.31-61.5, 120.38-121.10. 3 

” Erich Seeberg, Die Synode von Antiochien im Jahre 324/25. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte 
des Konzils von Nicda (Neue Studien zur Geschichte d. Theologie u. d. Kirche, 16 [Berlin, 
1913]), gives a review of the evidence and of the controversy. H. G. Opitz has now fixed the 
date definitely as 325: “Die Zeitfolge des Arianischen Streites von den Anfangen bis zum 
Jahre 328,” Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, 33 (1934), 151. 
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by Schwartz in 1905 its authenticity has been doubted, principally by 
Harnack and Nau, but authorities now agree that the Syriac texts which 
are our sole extant authorities for this pre-Nicene Synod, are genuine and 
reliable.” In any case, the text itself is clearly anterior to the Nicene Creed 
(which is a much crisper and more formal document) and undoubtedly 
represents the theological ideas of early opponents of Arius. The anathemas 
of this Antiochene formulary do not deviate substantially from those of 
Nicaea but they are slightly fuller in form and, hence, give added precision 
to the condemnation of the use of tpemrds for Christ. At Nicaea the fathers 
wrote: 


those who say, there was when when he was not, and, he did not exist before he was 
made, and that he was created out of nothing, or who assert that the Son of God is of a 
different substance or essence, or is created or mutable or changeable — these the 
Catholic and Apostolic Church anathematizes.* 


But the Antiochene anathema of the use of rpemrés as a description of Christ 
is much more explicit: 


In addition [we anathematize] those who hold that he is immutable by reason of his 
free will, and likewise those who derive his birth from nothing and claim that He is not 
immutable by nature like the Father. For our Savior has been taught to be the image 
of the Father in all respects, but especially in this. 


The bishops at Antioch indubitably meant to repudiate the Arian contention 
that Christ could conceivably have chosen the wrong path if he had wished 
to do so. 

Obviously the same interpretation is valid in the exegesis of rpem7és in the 
Nicene Symbol. Schwartz maintains that Constantine I, knowing of the work 
of the Council of Antioch of 325, purposely forced a verdict at Nicaea that 


"Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, 208 f.; Monald Goemans, Het algemeen concilie in de 
vierde eeuw (Nijmegen-Utrecht, 1945), 26 f. | 

* See n. 68; cf. C. H. Turner, History and Use of Creeds and Anathemas (London, 1906). 

* The Greek version was prepared by E. Schwartz on the basis of the Syriac, “Zur 
Geschichte des Athanasius VI,” Nachrichten von d. kénigl. Gesellschaft d. Wissenschaften 
zu Géttingen, Philologisch-historische Kl. (1905), 277.8 ff.; reprinted by Hans Georg Opitz, 
Athanasius Werke, 3.1.1 (Berlin-Leipzig, 19384), 39.16-40.2: .. . dvaOeyari{ovres éxeivous, 
of A€yovow 4} vopiLovew 4} knpvrrovow Tov vidv To} Beod Kricua 7H -yevnTov 7 wowTov Kal odK GAnOds 
yévvnpa elvar i) Ore Hv Ore odk Hv Hueis yap, OTL Hv Kal Cory Kal Ort pis eT, TLTTEVOMEV * TPOTETL 
88 xaxelvous of TH abreEovalw OeArjoe abtod drperrov elvat aitov syotvrat, Gomrep Kal ot éx Tod py 
dvros rapdyovres THv yevynow, Kal py pice arperrov Kata Tov TaTépa. cikov yap ws év TaoW, oUTWS 
kal padtora év TOde TOO maTpds éxnpvxOn 6 ouTHp Hpav. Cf. also ibid., 3 ff.: ddAG Kupiws Kai 
ddnOas vidv Aéyovaw abrov ai ypadal yevvnPevra, Gore Kal muoTevomey Gtperrov elvat Kal dvadXotwrov 
abrov od8t Oednoe } Oéoe yervybivar } yeveoOa, woTe ex TOD py SvTos adrov elvar paiverGar, GrAG 
kad yevvnOfvas abrov cixds, 008’ Srrep ob Dems evvociv Kal?’ Spoiwow 7) plow H piéwy od8evds trav bv 
avrod yevopévuv .. . 
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would be independent of the episcopal decision made at Antioch, and show 
the superiority of the imperial to the episcopal or even conciliar authority.” 
Actually, apart from the lack of the Nicene époovcros in the Antiochene de- 
cree and a few other minor variations, the two creeds do not differ radically. 
In any case, the anathemas of both are very similar, and in the condemna- 
tion of tpemrés the Nicene version departs from its predecessor only by 
being more terse. 

That tpemrds is to be understood in the same sense in both formulae is 
demonstrated by incontestable contemporary evidence. Earliest in point of 
time is the *“Emoro\1) ths év Nixaig ovvddov Kara *Apeiov kat Tov ody ait, 
copies of which are preserved by Athanasius in his De decretis Nicaenae 
synodi, as well as by the ecclesiastical historians, Gelasius, Socrates, and 
Theodoretus.” According to Athanasius the Council of Nicaea anathema- 
tized the view that the Son of God was free by exercise of his will to choose 
either evil or virtue.” Neither rperrés nor drperros is mentioned at this 


“Eduard Schwartz, “Zur Geschichte des Athanasius VII,” Nachrichten von d. kénigl. 
Gesellschaft d. Wissenschaften zu Gottingen, Philologisch-historische KI. (1908), 370 ff. 

* Opitz, Athanasius Werke, 2.1.3 (Berlin—-Leipzig, 19385), 35.8-37.2. 

*' Socrates, H.E., 1.9.1, MPG, 67, 77C; Gelasius, H.E., 2, 34, 4, edd. Gerhard Loeschke et 
Margret Heinemann (Leipzig, 1918), 121.5-11; cf. Theodoretus, H.E., 1, 9, 4, ed. Léon 
Parmentier (Leipzig, 1911), 39.2-7; MPG, 82, 928C. 

“ De decretis Nicaenae synodi, 36, 3, ed. Opitz, op. cit., 2.1.8, 85.18 ff: Kai Tapyndi 
édogev dvabepariaOivar tyv doeBH adrod [SC. *Apeiov] So€av Kat Ta piypara Kal ra Gvopata Ta 
Braodnua, ois exéxpyto BAaopypav Tov vidv rod Geod, A€ywv “€é dK SvTwv evar’ Kal “arpiv yevyvynOjvat 
pn elvae’ Kat ‘elvat rote Ore odk jv,’ Kal adre€ovotorytt KaKlas Kal dperis SextiKov Tov vidy Tob Geod 
A€yovros Kal Kriopa dvoualovtos Kal motyya. Comparison with the actual anathemas in the 
Nicene Creed itself, as quoted by Athanasius a few lines farther on (op. cit., 36.40 f£.), show 
that the intention in the last clause here is to anathematize the Arian use of rpemrds. rots 8% 
A€yovtas ‘jv wore OTe ovK Hv’ 7} ‘odK Hv mpiv yervnOy’ 4 ‘eE od« dvtwv éyévero’ } ef érépas trooTdcews 
ij obotas PdoKovras elvar 7) KTLOTOV 7) TpETTOV } GAAOLWTOV TOV vidy TOb He0d TOvs TOLOVTOUS avabepariler 
 KaOoAuKy Kai drooroAKy éexkAnoKa. 

This version of the anathemas differs only very slightly from the usually accepted 
oecumenical version. The Creed itself with anathemas runs as follows (ed. Schwartz, ACO, 
1.1.7, 65.15-26; Schwartz gives the Latin form of the same in ACO, 1.3, 120.38-121.10): 
muorevopev eis Eva, Oedv matépa mavtoKpdropa, mavtTwy éparav Te Kal dopatwv roinTHv Kal els éva 
kupiov “Incotv Xpuorov tov vidv rod Oeod, yevvyPevta ex Tob atpds povoyevy, Tovréotw ex Tis 
ovotas tod marpds, Oeov éx Oeod, pas ex durds, Oedv aAnbivov ex Geod adnOivot, yevvynbevra, ov 
wombevra, Spoovotov TH wratpt, d. ob Ta wavra eyévero, Ta TE ev T® OUpave, Kal Ta év TH yy, TOV Ov 
pas tovs dvOpwrous Kati dia tiv iperépay cwrypiav KateAOsvra Kal capxwbévra, évavOpwmjcavra, 
wabovta Kai dvactdvta TH tpity jyepa, dvehOdvra cis odpavods, épyspevov Kptvat Cavras Kal vexpous. 
kat eis TO Gylov mvebpma. 

Tovs b€ A€yovtas: iv Tore Gre OdK iv, Kal Tpiv yevvnOAvat odK Fv, Kal Ste e€ od« Svrwv éyeveto, 7} 
é érepas Urootdcews 7} ovolas packovras elvac } tperrdov }) GAXowrTov Tov vidy Tod Jeod, Tov’Tovs 
dvabeparile % droorodky Kal kaboduKy éexxAnota. 
See also the expanded version of the Creed prepared by Athanasius to solemnize his con- 
viction that the Holy Spirit is of the same essence as the Father and the Son: ACO, 1.1.7, 
66. 10-34; MPG, 26, 1232 ABC. 
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juncture, but the context makes it perfectly clear that it is the tpea7és of the 
Nicene anathema to which these authors have reference. 


ATHANASIUS 


For Athanasius, as for the Nicene party in general, this was a vital ques- 
tion. They did not of course deny that Jesus Christ as ré\evos &vOpwmos was 
endowed with a free will, nor had they the slightest intention of imposing 
any limitations upon the Godhead. What they would not tolerate was the 
hypothesis that Christ might conceivably have failed in any way to be what 
he was, or might possibly have made any choice at variance with those 
recorded in the Gospels. Hence, they fought strenuously against the Arian 
notion that Christ’s sinlessness was the result of the exercise of his will. 
This, Athanasius said, would be to make Christ’s divinity and resurrection a 
reward for proper discipline and would in effect do away with his eternal 


divinity, his Sonship, and his unity with God: 


It is obvious that all men [have become sons of God] through him and he before 
all, or rather, that he is the sole true Son, who alone is true God of true God, having 
this rank, not as a reward of virtue, nor as one who is alien to it, but being divine by 
nature, by essence. For he is the Son begotten of the essence of the Father, so that 
none may doubt that, like the immutable Father, the Logos also is immutable. . 
For he was not advanced from a lower state to a higher one, but rather, being God, took 
the form of a Servant (cf. Isaiah 58, Philippians 2.5 ff.), and in taking it was not elevated 
but humbled himself. Where then in all this is there a reward for virtue, or what 
progress or improvement is there in humiliation? © 


° Oratio I contra Arianos, 39 f., MPG, 26, 93ABC: d4rov or: 8’ abrod pév of ravtes, adtos Sé 
Tpo TavTwv, paAAov S€ povoy avTos GAnfuvds vids, Kal pavos €k TOD adnOwvod Beod Deds aAnOuwds 
éoriv, od pucOov aperis Tatra AaBav, ob8é ddAos dv rapa tabra, dAAA Pie, Kat’ ovoiay dy TadTa. 
yévvnua yap THs ToD waTpds ovoias Umdpyxe, Wore pydeva aupiBddrev, OTL Kaf’ dpowwTnra TOU 
dtpértov matpos dtpertds ott Kai 6 ddyos . . . ob yap €€ eAatTovwy PedTiwy yéyovey’ GAXA 
padXrov beds trdpxwv tHv SovrAov popdyy EdAaPe, Kat ev TH AaBeiv ov« €BedriaOy, GAN’ éramreivucey 
faurév. rod tolvyy ev rovros piobds THs dperys, 7 woia mpoxomy Kai BeATiwow ev TaTEvwoes 

In the references that follow, the Oratio I contra Arianos will be abbreviated by the letters 
C.A. The first number thereafter indicates the section, the succeeding ones, the columns in 
MPG, 26. 

Most instructive as sources of Athanasian theology are the letters of Bishop Alexander of 
Alexandria (313-328), approximately seventy of which were known to Epiphanius (Panarion, 
69, 4, 3 [ed. Karl Holl, 3, 155.25 ff.]). Of the few that have been preserved in the works of 
other writers, perhaps the most notable is the one addressed to Bishop Alexander of Thes- 
salonike [so designated by Opitz; otherwise spoken of as Alexander of Constantinople], which 
contains in brief outline most of what Athanasius has to say about the immutability of Christ: 
Theodoretus, H.E., 1, 4, 1-61, ed. Parmentier, 8 ff.; MPG, 82, 888B-909B; ed. Opitz, op. cit., 
3.1.1, Urk. 14, 19-29; n.b., for the immutability of Christ and Athanasius’s treatment of this 
subject in the Oratio I contra Arianos and the De decretis Nicaenae synodi: 21.11-22, 
94.11-24, 25.1-5, 27.1 f., 13 f. Cf. Alexander’s letter to all the bishops of the church, ibid., 
Urk. 4b, 8.2 f., 7-10; 9.7 ff.; Socrates, H.E., 1, 6, MPG, 67, 44A-52A; Gelasius, H.E., 2, 3, 
1-21, edd. Loeschke and Heinemann, 34.22-40.18. 
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This passage epitomizes Athanasius’s argument against the Arian doc- 
trine of the mutability of Christ. But in view of the high importance he 
himself attached to this polemic, which occupies the greater part of his first 
Oratio contra Arianos, and in view of the fact that his theory of the 
atpertérns of Christ became normative for the Byzantine Church, it will be 
instructive to analyze his treatment of this subject with some care. 

Unless Christ is to be likened to wood or a stone, the Arians contended, 
he must be mutable and have freedom to choose either good or evil, as he 
wishes. This proposition Athanasius attacked in the first instance because it 
rested on the Arian thesis, abominated by him and the Orthodox Church, 
that Christ was a created being (xriordv). If, he asks, the Logos were 
mutable and changeable, when would he come to rest, and when would he 
cease to progress? And how could the mutable be like the immutable? Were 
the Logos mutable, and his will undependable, he would be constantly 
changing, and could not be the image of the Father. Nor would Christ ever 
have said, “He that hath seen me hath seen the Father” (John 14.9), unless 
he were, like the Father, immutable and changeless. Moreover, if he were 
mutable and if he made progress daily, he would not be perfect. 


But, how could he not be perfect [exclaims Athanasius], who is equal to God? Or how 
could he not be immutable who is one with God and the true Son of his essence? Since 
the essence of the Father is immutable, immutable also would he be who is the truly 
begotten of his Father’s essence,” . . . even as the entire Trinity is perfect, immutable, 
and unchangeable.” 


For a harsh judgment on the theology of Athanasius, see Marcel Richard, “Saint Athanase 
et la psychologie du Christ selon les Ariens,” Mélanges de science religieuse, 4 (1947), 5-54, 
who argues that Athanasius made no provision for the human soul in Christ, and never realized 
the inadequacies of a Christology that did not so provide. Louis Bouyer, L’Incarnation et 
léglise — corps du Christ dans la théologie de Saint Athanase (Paris, 19483), 102 ff., tries to 
show that Athanasius does not deny Christ a human soul. 

“C.A., 35, 84A-85B: ‘aireovous eorw 4} odx éort; mpoaipéce Kata 7d adregovotov Kadds 
€or, kai Svvarat, éav OeAjoy, tparfvat, tperris dv picews' 7} ws AlBos Kai EAov odk eye THY 
mpoatpeoww édevOépay els TO KiveioOar Kal pémew cis éxdtepa;’ . . . et yap Tpemros Kal dAAoLovpeEvos 
é€o7w 6 AOyos, wot dpa oTioerat, Kai roiov abrod 76 TéAos éorat THs émSdcews; 1} Tas Sporos T@ 
drpéntw 6 tpenros elvar Suvjoeta; wis dé 6 tov Tperrov éwpaKds éwpaxévar Tov dtperTov vomiceev; ev 
moia S€ dpa éay yévytat kataotdce, Suvqoeral tis Tov warépa év abr@ BAérev; SyAov yap ws ovK del 
tis Gperar év adT@ rov watépa, Sid TO del tpérecOa Tov vidv, Kai dAXoLovpévys adrov dvar diceus. 
© ev yap TaTyp atpertos Kal dvadXoiwros, Kal de Kal doatTws exe, Kal 6 adrds eorw 5 Se vids ei 
Kat’ €xelvous Tperrds, Kai odk del 6 abrds, GAN’ del GAALOYpérns Hiceds eoTL, ws & TOLOSTOS eiKOY 
Tov matpos elvat Svvatat, otk Exwy Td Gpotov Tis drpewias; mas 88 Kal drAws év T@ Tatpi éorw, 
duptBorov éxwv thy mpoatpecw; tdya 8 Kal tperrds dv, Kal Kab? Wépav mpoKxartwv, ovrw TéAELbs 
éotiv. GAN’ 7 pev ToravTyn Tav *Apeavév oixécbw pavia, 4 82 adAjOea Aaprérw, Kal Sexvitw Tovrovs 
Tapappovoivras. mas yap ob TédeLos, 6 iaos Ged; 7) Hs odK arperros, 6 pera Tod TaTpos év wv, Kal 
THS ovoias iStos dy vids abrod; ris 58 odoias Tod watpds obons arpérrov, Etperrov dv ein Kal TO e€ 
avris idiov yévvypa. et S€ rovrov ottws évtos, Tod Adyou Tporyy KataWedSovrat, pavOaverwcay rod 
ToUTwv & Adyos Kuwduvever: éx yap Tod Kaprod Kai 70 Sév8pov éxrywwdoKerar Sua TOoTO Kal } EWPAKUS 
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The Son is unvarying like the Father, Athanasius argues,” even after his 
incarnation, and discloses his changelessness and immutability to those 
who might think that he was altered by his union with flesh and had be- 
come something different from what he had always been. Created beings 
arise out of nothing, have no existence before creation, and are unstable 
by nature. But the Son is the eternal Wisdom; the cause of change in crea- 
tion, he himself remains immutable.” 

He then goes on to grapple with the Arian exegesis of Biblical texts 
that deal with the exaltation of Christ. The Arians took Philippians 2.9 
(“Wherefore God also hath highly exalted him and given him a name which 
is above every name”) and Psalm 45.7 (“Therefore God, thy God, hath 
anointed thee with the oil of gladness above thy fellows” ) to mean that Christ 
received grace, was exalted and anointed as a reward for the wise use he 
had made of his freedom, and was thus proved to have been of a mutable 
nature.” But, it is objected, this would mean that Christ, having won his 
Sonship by virtue and progress, could not have been the true God or genu- 
ine Son of God, since those who are called sons by reason of virtue and 
grace are not really sons by nature or being and can forfeit their sonship by 
misbehavior.” Christ then could not have been the Son of God according to 
the essence, but only by the grace imparted to him, whereby the Father is his 
creator, as he is of all the rest of the universe.” He could not, therefore, have 
been Son of God from the beginning, but only from the time of his incarna- 
tion, when he showed obedience even unto death. According to this inter- 
pretation, it would not be the Son who glorified human flesh but the flesh 
which glorified him. This reasoning, however, contradicts the Scriptures 
Tov viov édpake TOY TaTépa, Kat 7) TOU viod yvdots yvGols éott Tov mwatpos. Cf. C.A., 40 and 35, 
93B, 85A; MPG, 26, 292B (Or. c. A., 2, 68), 709A (De synodis, 16); MPG, 25, 205A, 449C, 
456CD. 

7 C.A., 18, 49B, 1097A (Contra Apollinarium, 1, 3). Cf. Epistola ad Episcopos Aegypti et 
Libyae, 12, MPG, 25, 564BC: ‘kai dre rH pev pice tpertds éort, TO SE idtw avtegovciw, ws 
Bovdcrat, péver Kahds’ Ste pévror Ode, Sdvarat tpEerecBar Kai adtos woreEp kal Ta mwavta. id TodTO 
yap 6 eds, mpoywookav écecOar Kaddv adrdv, tpodraBov ravtyv abt@ thy Sdgav Séduxev, Hv av Kat 
éx THs dperns Coxe peTa Tadta. date € Epywv avrod, dv mpo€éyvw 6 eds, Torodrov abrov viv yeyovevat.” 
565 B: od ydp éort Tod watpods iSiov Kat Pioe yevvypa o Adyos, GAAG kal airds xdpite yéyover. 
Cf. ibid., 13, ibid., 568BC. 

” On the basis of Hebrews 18.8, Malachi 3.6, Deuteronomy 32.39, Psalm 102.26-28. 

*C.A., 86, 85BC-88A: [6 vids] yevdpevos dvOpwros Setxvucr THY TabroTyTa Kal TO GTpeTTov 
tavrod rots vopifovor Sia Thv cdpka jAAowoOa adrdv, Kai Erepov Te yeyevnoOat . . . 6 8€ vids, €x 
rod matpos dv, Kai THS ovoias adrod tdios, dvahAoiwTos kal drperros éoTw, ws abTos 6 raTnp. od yap 
Oépuis eimretv ex THs odoias THS GtpEmTov tperrov yevvaoOat NOyov Kal ddAovovpEevnY Godpiay. 

*C.A., 37, 88BC: ef 8 Tobro bYydOn, Kal ydpw édraBe, Kai 8a Tobro Kéxprorar, poGov Tijs 
mpoaipécews éhaPe. tpoaipéce S¢ mpakas, tperrTis eoTe TavTUs PEWS. 

*®C.A., 387, 89A. 

*C.A., 38, 89B. 
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and would make of Christ ae something distinct from the Son, God, and 
Logos, or else a mere man." 


For, [says Athanasius], if Christ did not exist [before the incarnation], or if he did 
exist but afterwards improved, how were all things created through him, or how did the 
Father delight in him if he were not perfect? . . . Or if he first received adoration after 
his death, how is it that Abraham worshipped him in his tent (Gen. 18) and Moses in 
the bush (Exod. 3)? And how did Daniel see ten thousand myriads and thousands 
upon thousands ministering unto him (Dan. 7.10)? And if, according to them, he gained 
dignity recently, how is it that the Son referred to the heavenly glory he had before 
the foundation of the universe when he said, “And now, O Father, glorify thou me with 
thine own self with the glory which I had with thee before the world was” (John 
17.5)? And if he were now exalted for the first time, as they say, how can it be that before 
this he “Bowed the heavens also, and came down” (Psalm 18.9) .. . If, therefore, 
the Son had his glory before the creation of the universe and was Lord of glory and 
the Most High, and descended from heaven, and is ever to be worshipped, then he was 
not glorified after his descent, but rather himself glorified what stood in need of 
glorification. And if he descended to improve our lot, he did not receive the titles of 
Son and God as a reward, but rather himself made us the sons of his Father and by 
becoming a man himself made men gods.”8 


Next, Christ is shown by further citation of the Scriptures ® to have 
been God first and then man.* Moreover, we are told, St. Paul in Philippians 
2.5-11 teaches that Christ in the incarnation did not advance from an in- 
ferior position to a higher one, but rather, as God, took the form of a servant, 
through which he was not exalted but humbled. This precludes the possi- 
bility of Christ’s having received any kind of promotion thereby; being from 
eternity in the Father, he was plainly incapable of further advancement or 
exaltation.” The texts, contrariwise, like Philippians 2.9 (quoted above) 
according to which “God hath highly exalted him and given him a name 
which is above every name,” refer not to Christ’s divinity, but to his human- 
ity, which he glorified and made immortal, and in so doing destroyed the 
power of death over mankind.” 


For, just as Christ died and was exalted as a man, so also as a man he is said to 
receive what he always had as God, in order that the grace thus given might be vouch- 
safed also to us. For the Logos was not impaired when he took a body, so as to seek to 


“C.A., 38, 89CD: Geyera yap aad Berrwoas adros rH Gdpka, adda paidov aitos 80’ 
avris Bearunbels, el ye KaTa THY KaKOvolay adiToy TOTE tWwOy Kal vids éX€xXIn, Ste yéyovey dvOpwros. 


8 Tbid., 92AB. 

” John 1.3, Colossians 1.15-17. 
” C.A., 39, 92C. 

*C.A., 40, 93B-96B. 


“C.A., 41-48, 96B-101B. Similar exegesis is to be found for Proverbs 8.22, Acts 2.36, and 
Hebrews 3. 1-4 in sections 53-64. 
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obtain grace, but instead even deified what he had put on and conferred this great 
benefit upon the human race. Being Logos and existing in the form of God, he has always 
received adoration. Likewise, remaining unchanged, even after becoming man and 
being called Jesus, he none the less has dominion over all creation, which bends the 
knee to him in this name, and confesses that the incarnation of the Logos and his 
submission to death in the flesh in no way discredit his divinity but increase the glory 
of God the Father.*? 


Athanasius applies the same method of interpretation to the unction 
mentioned in Psalm 45.7 (“Thou hast loved righteousness and hated in- 
iquity. Therefore, God, thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil of glad- 
ness’) and to the benefits of Christ's baptism, both of which he ascribes, 
not to him who was already God and Son and King and Logos, but to the 
humanity that was joined to him in the incarnation and was thus ennobled, 
freed from sin, and made immortal by the Logos without a transformation 
of his nature.” 


Jesus Christ, [he says, citing Hebrews 13.8], is the same yesterday, today, and forever, 
and remains immutable. It is the same who gives and who receives, giving as the Logos 
of God, and receiving as man. For it is not the Logos, as Logos, who is the beneficiary 
of improvement, since he has had everything from all eternity, but mankind, who in 
him and through him have the source of all gifts.® 


The first half of the above-cited seventh verse of Psalm 45 (“Thou 
hast loved righteousness and hated iniquity”) was taken by the Arians as 
proof of Christ’s mutability. But, replies Athanasius, this passage really 
proves the contrary and demonstrates that Christ was not subject to change. 
It is true of men, he says, that some have transgressed and some have dis- 
obeyed. They are so inconstant that often a man who had been good or 
just at one time might at another be bad or unjust. Accordingly, there was 
need for one who was invariable, so that men might then have before them 
the unvarying exemplar of the justice of the Logos as a spur to virtue. Since 
the first Adam erred and with his sin brought death into the world, it was 
needful that the second Adam be immutable and thus empower mankind to 
gain the same victory over sin that he had won by reason of his immutability 
and invariability. 

Very properly, therefore, the Lord, who is from eternity immutable by nature and a 


lover of justice and a hater of evil, was anointed and himself sent so that, being un- 
changeable and remaining so, he might take mutable flesh, condemn the sin in it, make 


= C.A., 42, 97C-100A. 

*C.A., 46-49, 105B-116A: airis 8¢ 6 atrds éore kal otk érady yéyovey avOpwros .. . 
érpamrn (112B). 

*C.A., 48, 112C. 
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it free, and enable men in the future to fulfil the justice of the law in it, and thus be 
able to say, “We are no longer in the flesh but in the spirit, if the spirit of God dwelleth 
within us” (Romans 8.9).8 


Athanasius repudiates the Arian Biblical exegesis in general because it 
fails to recognize that the Logos has all that the Father has, including the 
Father's immutability and unchangeableness. 


It is not as subject to the laws and to inclination in either direction that he [sc. 
Christ] loves one thing and hates another, as if in fear of falling from grace, should he 
choose what he ought not and in other ways be shown to be mutable. But since he is 
God and the Logos of the Father, he is a just judge, who loves virtue, or rather, is the 
bestower of virtue. Being just and holy by nature, he is therefore said to love justice and 
hate injustice; or, in other words, he loves and embraces the virtuous and rejects and 
hates the unrighteous.® 


Furthermore, Athanasius adds, there are similar texts (Psalm 10.7; 5.6; 86.2; 
Malachi 1.2 £.; Isaiah 61.8 ) that describe God the Father as loving justice and 
hating iniquity, not because God would just as easily choose either alterna- 
tive, for that is the characteristic of created beings, but because as judge he 
favors the just over the wicked. So, in this also, the Son is the image of the 
Father. 

This is the way Athanasius presents his argument in the Oratio I contra 
Arianos. In the De decretis Nicaenae synodi, he is more concerned to prove 
that Christ is of the same essence as the Father, (éuoovcvs 76 rarpi) and is 
begotten of the essence of the Father (touréarw ék ris obcias Tod watpés), as 
the Nicene Creed plainly declares. He is therefore unlike all xriouara 
(creatures) and by nature drpemzos.”” He had no need to win or achieve by 
good works what he already was. He was righteous, virtuous, and blameless, 
not by effort but by nature. The fathers at Nicaea, Athanasius wrote, in 
refuting Arianism, declared 


“C.A., 51, 117B-120A. 

*C.A., 52, 120AB: 6 Aoyos yap 6 Tov Oeod arperros €oTl, Kat det Kal woavTus éeyel, ovx 
aTAWs, EAN? Os O maTnp » » . ) tds TavTa Ta TOU TaTpOs TOD vi0d cor, ei pn Kal TO dt perrov kal 
70 dvaAXolwrov Tot Tar pos éXet; ovy ws vroxeipevos dé yopois, Kal ryv em Oarepa pornv éxwv, Td 
pev ayang, TO O€ pucel, iva ba PoBw Tov éxreceiv, 76 erepov mpoohapBarp, kal dAAws maAuv Tpenros 
clodyyrar GXXN’ ws Feds dv Kal Adyos Tod marpos, Kpirys: €or. Sixatos Kal diAdperos, paddov dé xal 
Xopyyos aperis Sixatos obv dice Kai dovos dv, ba todro dyamav A€yerar Sixavocvyyy Kal puceiv 
ddiuxtay . «. 

® Ibid., 120B-121A. The references are to the Septuagint. 

” See the Creed as published by Denzinger, Enchiridion, and n. 68 above. The recent and 
most learned work of Ignacio Ortiz de Urbina, El Simbolo Niceno (Madrid, 1947), does not 
deal with the problem of Christ’s mutability. 

” De decretis Nicaenae synodi, 19, 2-20, 2, ed. ae op. cit., 2.1.38, 16.4-37; cf. ibid., 
5.23-30 (6, 1); 33.12-17 (85, 14); 30.3 f., 28-36 (33, 8, 12 f.). 
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the Son to be of the same essence as the Father, so that they might indicate that the 
Son is of the Father, not only like him but the same in likeness, and so that they might 
show that the immutability of the Son and his resemblance [to his Father] differ from 
what we call imitation [of the divine], which we attain by virtue and by keeping the 
commandments. The bodies of men that are similar to each other can differ in certain 
respects and be far from each other, as in the relation between the sons of men and 
their fathers, as it is written of Adam and Seth, the son he begot, who was like his 
father “after his image” (Genesis 5.3). But the begetting of the Son by the Father is 
far above human nature, and the Son is not only like, but indivisible from, the Father's 
essence, and the Son and the Father are one (John 10.30), as he himself said; and the 
Logos is always in the Father and the Father in the Logos (John 14.10), as the reflection 
is in the light, for that is what the word means. Accordingly, with this in mind, the 
Council rightly wrote “of the same essence,” in order to overturn the malevolence of the 
heretics and show that the Logos differs from creatures. Moreover, after writing “of the 
essence,” they at once added, “the holy catholic church anathematizes those who say 
that the Son of God was ex nihilo or created or mutable or a creature or of a different 
essence.” In this way they showed clearly that the words, “of the essence” and “of the 
same essence,” do away with the foolish expressions of impiety, like “created being” and 
“creature” and “made” and “mutable” and “he did not exist before he was begotten.” ** 


The Nicene fathers, Athanasius argues a few pages farther along in the 
De decretis, thought it amounted to the same thing whether they said the 
Logos “was from God” or from “the essence of God,” since they took the 
word God to mean the essence of his being (cf. Exodus 3.14, where God 
says of himself Eyo eius 6 dv). But, they believed, if the Logos were not from 
God, as a true son would be by nature from his father, but is only said to be 
of God like created beings in general because of having been created by 
God, then he would not be of the essence of God, nor would he be Son by 
essence but by reason of his virtue, just as men are called the children of 
God by grace. Hence, they concluded that, being the true and sole Son of 
God, he is of the essence of God, the effulgence of God, inseparable from his 
essence, and thus immutable and invariable.” This being so, he suffers no 
change at any time, either in his sojourn on earth in the body, or in his ex- 
perience of hunger, thirst, and fatigue, or in the crucifixion and passion.” 

This is not the place for a history of the enormous influence that Athana- 

"De decretis Nicaenae synodi, 20, 3-6, ed. Opitz, op. cit., 2.1.8, 17.5-25; MPG, 25, 
452BCD: 4Ad’ of érioxoro. . . Avayxdcbyoav. . . eimeiv Kai ypdyat, dpoovorov elvar TO rarTpl 
rov vidy, iva py povov Gpovov Tov vidy, GAAG Tadrov TH Spode ex TOO maTpos elvat onpaivwor Kal 
dAAnv obcav THy Tod viod dpolwow Kai drpeiav Set—wor mapa THY ev Hpiv Aeyoperyny pipnow, qv e& 
dperis 8a Thy Tov évrod@v Tnpyow hueis tpochapBavopev. 

" De decretis Nicaenae synodi, 22, 4-23, 2, ed. Opitz, op. cit., 2.1.3, 19.2-17; MPG, 25, 
456BCD. Cf. Opitz, 21.1-32, 26.29 ff., 30.32-85. 


* Epistola ad Epictetum, 5, MPG, 26, 1060A. So also pseudo-Athanasius, Contra Apolli- 
narium, ibid., 1096A, 1112C, 1136A, LI61AB. 
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sius exerted upon patristic literature. But a few texts will be cited to illus- 
trate the continuity of the tradition between the Creed of Nicaea, as ex- 
pounded and championed by Athanasius, and the dogmatic decrees of the 
Emperor Justinian. The immutability of Christ and the unchangeability of 
his divine essence were axiomatic. 

Basil the Great (d. 8379) twice quotes the Nicene Creed with its anathe- 
mas,”* frequently expresses great respect for the Council of 325, and says 
that not a word should be set aside in its Creed, which he esteemed more 
highly than any of its successors.” Christ was, according to him, of the same 
nature and essence as the Father,” and the true Son of the Father by nature 
(¢vce.), not by adoption.” With obvious reference to the Arian arguments 
rebutted by Athanasius in the Oratio I contra Arianos he interprets John 5.19 
(“The Son can do nothing of himself”) to mean that, unlike creatures, the 
Son, who was very justice itself, always did what he wished, and was not the 
pawn of haphazard decisions made by creatures of unstable and varying 
constitution.”* In all this, however, his principal concern is to rebut the 
Macedonians, who maintained that the Holy Spirit was a creature of a dif- 
ferent essence from that of the Father. In dealing with this contention, Basil 
assumes the results of Nicaea and goes on to prove that the Holy Spirit was 
of the same essence as the Father and the Son. Thus, in Epistola 8, he denies 
that the Holy Spirit had a mutable nature (zpemrjv obciav), and insists that 
it was consubstantial with the Father and the Son (ép0ovcv0v awarpi xat 
vid .. . THS avTis dvoews TO warpi cal vig ).°° A few years later, and with the 
same objective, Epiphanius, in his Panarion, likewise taught that all three 
members of the Trinity were immutable.’ 

Gregory of Nazianzus declares that the Son has all that the Father has 

“ Epistola 125, 2; 140, 2: MPG, 32, 548CD, 588CD-589A. 

” Ep. 114, MPG, 82, 529A (uySeuiay rév eed Aégewv aOereiv): Ep. 81, ibid., 457A; Ep. 
125, 1, ibid., 545BC-548B; Ep. 159, 1, ibid., 620B. 

“Ep. 52, 1 £f., ibid., 391C-396A; Ep. 159, 1, ibid., 620BC. 

*' Adversus Eunomium, 4, MPG, 29, 672A, 689B-692B. | 

* Ep. 8, 9, MPG, 82, 261B: a\Ad xat 70, ov Svvatat 6 vids motety ad’ Eavrod ovddev, AauBavovow 
ot Geoudyxor emt Katactpopy Tv dxovdvrwy. énot 8% Kal rotro Té pytov pddwoTa KatayyéAAe THs 
avris pioews elvat Tov vidy tO marpl. ei yap exaoTov Tov Aoyixov kriopdtwy Sivaral re rovety dd’ 
éavtod, abrefovatov éxov rH él 76 xeipov Te Kai Kpeirrov poy, 6 St vids od Stvaral tu rovely ag’ 
éavtot: od xriopa 6 vids. ef S& py Ktiopa, Suoovows TH watpi. Kal wdéduw, odStv Tov KTUSPaTOV TO 
doa Bovrerat divaras. 6 8 vids &v 7 odpavd cal emt THs Yijs wavra doa HOéAnoev exoincey odx dpa 
ktioua 6 vids. Kal rad, mdvta ra xticpata } ex Tov évavriov ouvestyKev, 7) TOV évaytiny éort 
dextixd. 6 8€ vids abrodixaroovvy, Kal didds eorw: odk dpa xriopa & vids. ei 88 py TotTO, 6poovatos 
T@ TaTpl. 

* Ep. 8, 10 £., MPG, 32, 262C-265B. 


™ Panarion Haer., 69, 26, 4, ed. Karl Holl, 3 (Leipzig, 1938), 176.19 £.; cf, ibid., 157.18, 
158.5-10, 159.8 (statements of the Arian view). 
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(John 16.15), that he is of the Father, consubstantial with him, and im- 
mutable. Amphilochius of Iconium, the follower and friend of the Cappado- 
cians, writes in the same vein,’ while, according to an anonymous homily 
on the Hypapante, once attributed to Cyril of Jerusalem, Christ had his 
Father's essence, and was not subject to change (dvahdotwros).*”* Didymus 
the Blind, the famous scholar of Alexandria, who died at the end of the 
fourth century, describes the évavOpamnors as dtpenrordrn, and says that the 
Logos became man without change (drpérrws ).’° Isidore, an ascetic priest 
from Pelusium, the provincial capital of Augustamnica Prima, also maintains 
that the Logos remained immutable despite the incarnation. Similarly, 
Theodotus, Bishop of Ancyra, a contemporary and ally of Cyril in the 
struggle against Nestorius, in his ‘Epynveta eis 7d XU Bodor, repeats the Nicene 
anathemas, and denies that the Logos suffered change at the incarnation.’”* 


CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA 


Of greater interest and importance are the works of Isidore’s great 
fellow African, Cyril of Alexandria. Like his predecessors, Cyril stands 
firmly on the Creed of Nicaea, not one word or letter of which, he says, 
could be altered, and makes it the basis of the two works from his hand that 
were endorsed officially by the Council of Chalcedon in 451. He would not 
tolerate any additions to this Creed, and declares that his own doctrines are 
in complete harmony with it.’ He even wrote out a copy of the Creed, with 
its anathemas, including the one that condemns the Arian use of rpemrés or 
dddowwrés for Christ, and sent it, together with a detailed commentary, to a 
group of monks, whom he warned that Christ himself had sat with the 
fathers of Nicaea and had presided over their deliberations.’ In all three of 
these documents he maintains that Christ was immutable, that he was not 
changed into flesh or a man at the incarnation, and that he never ceased to 


11 Oratio 30, 11, 20; 39, 13: MPG, 36, 116C, 128D, 349A. Karl Holl, Amphilochius von 
Ikonium in seinem Verhaltnis zu den grossen Kappadoziern (Tiibingen-Leipzig, 1904), 192, 
932, 240, 248, 250. 

102 MPG, 33, 1196AB, 1197B. 

1% De Trinitate, 1, 26; 3, 1, 3, 4, 10, 18, 21: MPG, 39, 389A, 780B, 821BC, 829D, 
857C, 884D, 900A; In Psalmos, 15, 8; ibid., 1282B-D. Cf. Eduard Weigl, Christologie vom 
Tode des Athanasius bis zum Ausbruch des Nestorianischen Streites, 373-429 (Miinchener 
Studien zur historischen Theologie, 4 [Munich, 1925]), 104 f. 

1% For Isidore see Andreas Schmid, Die Christologie Isidors von Pelusium (Paradosis: 
Beitriige zur Geschichte d. altchristlichen Literatur u. Theologie, 2 [Freiburg in d. Schweiz, 
1948]), 42, 48, 78, 88. For Theodotus see MPG, 77, 1816C, 1317AD, 1825B, 1836C, 13841A. 

*% See n. 51 above; Ep. 89, MPG, 77 180D-181A, 176C-177B; Ep. 4, ibid., 45B, 48D. 

*° Ep. 55, MPG, 77, 289D-320A, n.b. 293A; Schwartz, ACO, 1.1.4, 49-61; 1.5, 343-58; 
cf, Mansi, 9, 246C-247B. 
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be God.*” Near the beginning of his Apologeticus contra Theodoretum pro 
xii capitibus (his defence of his twelve anathemas against Nestorius), in 
which he says the God Logos was superior to change (rpomis dpetvor), he 
expressly mentions and approves the relevant Nicene anathema.*”* 

In his commentary on the Creed, Cyril adds that Christ is of the same 
essence as the Father (éyo0vcws ), God begotten of God, and that the Son is 
in the Father and the Father in the Son.” He was God first and man after- 
wards, not a man who was elevated to be God. Nor did he join a man to 
himself, share glory and honor with him, and prepare him thus for the cross, 
resurrection, ascent into heaven, and sessio at the right hand of God. In 
humbling himself and taking the form of a servant, as Philippians 2.5 ff. 
shows, though remaining God, he became man and submitted to humilia- 
tion.**° 

In his annotations on the Gospel of John, Cyril carries the argument a 
step further and advances beyond Athanasius. From the negative point of 
view, Athanasius denies that Christ was mutable or led a life of rectitude 
and nobility by exercise of his freedom of the will. Positively, he insists on 
Christ’s being of the same essence as the Father. But he never follows his 
reasoning to its logical conclusion, and never states in so many words that 
Christ did what he did because he was what he was, although the implica- 
tion is obvious. Cyril states explicitly what Athanasius left unsaid. His point 
of departure is John 8.28: “I do nothing of myself; but as my Father hath 
taught me, I speak these things.” Basil had dealt with a similar text, which 
was popular among those who wished to deny the full divinity of Christ, but 
his exegesis is far from brilliant.” Cyril is more successful. Christ spoke 
these words, he says, because he often pretended as a man not to know what 
he actually knew as God, as for example in the incident of the raising of 
Lazarus, when he asked, “Where have you laid him?” (John 11.34), al- 
though as God he had even foretold Lazarus’s death.” What he knew as 
God he says he learned from the Father. 

Christ never acted separately or apart from the Father; but, being iden- 
tical with the Father in essence, his thoughts, wishes, and acts were always 

™ MPG, 77, 45B, 180A, 304ABC. For other passages in Cyril on this subject, see MPG, 
76, 16CD, 44A, 49A, 52AD, 53D-56A, 179A, 320AB, 821B, 328B, 397AB, 413B, 420CD, 
421B, 424B, 440D. 

* MPG, 76, 396BC. 

™ MPG, 77, 297CD, 305B, 300AB. 


*° Ep. 55, MPG, 77, 304BC, 801BC, 312BC. 
™ N. 98 above. 


“In S. Joannem, 5.5, Cyrilli Archiepiscopi Alexandrini in D. Joannis Evangelium, ed. 
Philip E. Pusey, 2 (Oxford, 1872), 50.18-51.14; MPG, 73, 845C-848B. 
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the same as the Father's in all respects.'** It is absurd, therefore, says Cyril, 
to claim, as did the Arians, that Christ was inferior to the Father and had to 
receive aid from him. For that would be the same as saying that God the 
Father provided his own power with power or made his own wisdom wiser, 
since Christ is the strength and wisdom of the Father. Similarly, it is ridicu- 
lous to think of progress and improvement on the part of Christ, who is God 
by nature, and has all the attributes of divinity.” 

That the Son does everything according to the will of the Father does 
not make him the servant or disciple of the Father but demonstrates the 
identity of their essence."”* The good always adheres to the divine nature.*** 

Created beings, it is argued, can choose evil and often fall from better 
to worse. So far as they are concerned, therefore, the good is the result of 
piety and virtue. But this is not true of the divine essence. In the absence of 
change and mutation, the good can be explained from the nature of the 
essence itself, like heat in fire or cold in snow. Fire, for example, exerts the 
force peculiar to it, not by will but by reason of its nature and substance, 
and can be nothing but what it is. Jesus Christ, likewise, is not subject to 
change and fluctuation. He does not, in the manner of men, choose a certain 
course of action because of a desire to please God, but because, by the laws 
of his nature, he neither thinks or does anything that is out of harmony with 
the wishes of the Father. The consubstantial Godhead is never at variance 
with itself.” 


“8 Pusey, loc. cit., 38.21 ff.; MPG, 73, 883B: nabyoeobe yap oray tne kara vow Ovta, Oeov Kat 
ef € > AN Q > 4 . a rf] N 8e x, N ry 6 ~ A , , @ A ry A 
ViOV, WS Epil MEV Broyvapwv ovdapes, cuveeAntys Sé det TH Oe@ Kal watpi, Kat ooarep av épyalotto 
a \ > N a 5) ’ “A a \ / oy ‘ 3 oN > 4, “~ \ ; 3 , 
raiTa Kat avTos roeiy ov Oxvov, AaAov 5€ 7aALV COG Kal avTOV ola A€yovTa. THS yap avTHs ovalas 
3 UN a , 9 , A . ry 4 . 4 > 9 3 SN € na € 4 
ciut TH yevvnoavTt. eBepdrevov pev yap TH caBBatw Tov mapeTov . - - GAN’ evepyov tyiv vrédaa. 
roy matépa kal év caBBdry. (Christ is represented speaking here in the first person. ) 
N.b.: Pusey, loc. cit., 51.29-52.4; MPG, 73, 848C: OUK apa. bua TO qrrjobae THS TaTpwas 
> “A SQN LS \ \ 4 / “A 3 107 3 , WY: 3 s ¢ A a ? 4 
apeTTs, ovde dia TO py SvvacGat Te KatopBovv é€ iSias icyvos, ovdey ad’ Eavtod mouety ev ToUTOLS 
Suoxupicato, GAN’ érelrep igoyvepwv éoTi Kal cuvebeAnTns de TG yervycayTt mpos Tav Orioby, Kal 
oddty pedeTHoas Kara povas Gorep Kat Suppnpevus emcTedelv. 
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™* Pusey, loc. cit., 44.18-45.7; 46.10-47.18; MPG, 738, 840BC, 841B-844A. 
™° Pusey, loc. cit., 39.27 £.: MPG, 73, 833D: Seiv ye ola To ye évrt kata pvow Oe@ advra 


, aA x. 2 / 
redeiws mpoceiva TA ayaa. 
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SOUNDNESS OF JUSTINIAN’S VIEWS 


For a just evaluation of Justinian’s attitude towards Theodore, it will be 
necessary to survey briefly the dogmatic situation at the middle of the sixth 
century.”* Zeno’s Henoticon (482), having served only to exacerbate 
tempers and multiply the grounds for dissent on all sides, had proved a 
complete failure. The Chalcedonian symbol still preserved its official posi- 
tion, but the Monophysites attacked it openly, and it left many problems 
unsolved. Perhaps the most serious of these, so far as the present paper is 
concerned, is that of the communicatio idiomatum (kowwvia idtwopdarov ). 
The question is whether it was possible after the Chalcedonian definition 
of 451 to describe Jesus Christ, gua man, as mutable in his soul like man- 
kind in general. This would seem to have been ruled out by both the 
symbol and the two letters of Cyril endorsed by the Council in 451.” Yet 
the Tome of Leo, which the Council of Chalcedon had pronounced valid,’ 
despite the distinction it made between the human and the divine in Christ, 
decreed that the union between the two in Christ was so close as to permit 
one to say of the Logos that he had suffered or of Jesus that he had per- 
formed the miracles, although in a strict sense the human nature of Christ 
was the subject of the passion and the glorification, while the Logos was 
responsible for the miracles.” If the venerable Tome could sanction such 
language, and could even go so far as to endorse the doctrine of the assump- 
tus homo, would it not, in like manner, authorize followers of Theodore to 
say of Christ that he was mutable and did not obtain his immortality, in- 
corruptibility, and immutability until after the resurrection? Juridically, 
perhaps, these alternatives were possible, but they opened the way for a 


™ The latest book on this period, Ernest Stein, Histoire du Bas Empire, II, 476-565 (Brus- 
sels, 1949), is not very satisfactory for ecclesiastical or intellectual history in general, but has 
good bibliographies. See above all Marcel Richard, “Le Néo-chalcédonisme,” Mélanges de 
Science Religieuse, 3 (1946), 156-161, and the literature there cited. 

A detailed analysis of Justinian’s estimate of Theodore will be found in my book. Here I 
confine myself to Theodore’s doctrine of the rperrérys of Christ. 

“’ On the meaning of this term see Adhémar d’Alés, De verbo incarnato (Paris, 1930), 
135-14]. Eduard Weigl, op. cit. (n. 103 above), 187-192 and index s.v.; Bethune-Baker, 
op. cit. (n. 122 below), 293 f£. 

™ See n. 51 above. — 

™ Mansi, 6, 972AB; 7, 113C-116A. See the edition of the Tome by C. Silva-Tarouca, 
S. Leonis Magni Tomus ad Flavianum Episc. Constantinopolitanum (Ep. 28), (Rome, 1982), 
and introduction, pp. 1-19. Cf. Trevor Jalland, Life and Times of Pope St. Leo the Great 
(London, 1941). 

On Leo's espousal of the assumptus homo, see the Tome, ed. cit., 26 n. 93, 28 n. 122; and 
P. Galtier, De incarnatione ac redemptione (ed. nova, Paris, 1947), 82 £. Cf. n. 52 above. 

™ For a good summary of this doctrine, see J. F. Bethune-Baker, An Introduction to the 
Early History of Christian Doctrine (4th ed., London, 1929), 288 ff. 
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Christology that contravened the Definition of 451 and even imperiled the 
Creed of Nicaea. 

Because of the paucity of extant texts in Greek written from the Antio- 
chene point of view, it is difficult to gauge the strength of this movement 
within the boundaries of the Byzantine Empire. But we know that two 
Nestorians, Mar Aba (Catholicos of Persia, 540-52) and Thomas of Edessa, 
had found a receptive audience of Greeks in Alexandria, the very strong- 
hold of the Monophysites, and that the Christian Topography of their 
disciple, Cosmas Indicopleustes,’** reproduced many of the leading ideas of 
this school, including Theodore’s teaching that Christ did not receive his 
immortality, incorruptibility, and immutability until after the resurrection.” 
There were others, too, within the Empire, who clung to Nestorianism, and 
the Emperor had even felt constrained to issue an edict forbidding Nestor- 
ians the right to build or acquire churches.” Moreover, Theodore of 
Mopsuestia, the fons et origo malorum, had somehow escaped oecumenical 
censure, partly, because of his death (in 428) before Nestorianism had been 
assailed seriously, and partly, no doubt, because he was overshadowed by 
the dramatic figure of Nestorius. 

Justinian, therefore, must have thought that the time had come to put 
an end officially to the type of Christology that Theodore represented, and 
proteet the dogma of the orthodox church from further distortion of this 
sort. The history of the doctrine of the immutability of Christ, as summarized 
above, abundantly vindicates Justinian’s anathematization of the term 
rpenrés as applied to Christ. Actually, error on this point inevitably leads to 
heretical views on other major premises of Christian theology. It lies behind 
Theodore’s extreme bifurcation of the person of Christ and is primarily re- 
sponsible for the basic defects of his system. For if Jesus Christ be denied 
immutability until after the resurrection, it will be difficult to invest the 
Christ of the Gospels with the proper attributes of his divinity, and to avoid 
the impression that he was only a mere man (yrds &vOpwmos ). 

Devreesse and Amann?” are inclined to believe that Theodore was 
orthodox in essentials, and guilty of only a few slight exaggerations. But in 
the history of dogma, where everything depends on precision and accuracy 
of a high order, what appear to be minor aberrations often have grave con- 


- 8 Dumbarton Oaks Papers, No. 3 (Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1946), 76 f. 

4 Ed, E. O. Winstedt (Cambridge, England, 1909), 86.14-18. I will discuss the Christol- 
ogy of Cosmas at greater length in my book. 

25 Novella, 131, 14, 2, edd. R. Schoell et W. Kroll, Corpus Iuris Civilis, 3 (Sth ed., Berlin, 
1928), 663.15 ff. Cf. ibid., 115, 3, 14, pp. 541.24 ff., 548 (restrictions on wills of Nestorians 
and Acephali). 

26 Nn. 40, 42 above. 
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sequences. The theologians denounced as heterodox have rarely departed 
radically from the dogmatic decrees enacted by the oecumenical councils. 
Thus, in the fourth century the addition of a single iota, the smallest letter in 
the alphabet, to the word é6poovcws of the Nicene Creed occasioned great 
scandals and was sharply repudiated,” although the difference between 
énoovcws (of the same nature) and époodcws (of like nature) would not 
ordinarily be accounted of great moment. Similarly, the distinction between 
orthodoxy and what the Church denounced as Nestorianism, significant as 
it is in the history of doctrine, arose solely because of the desire of Theodore 
and his group, perfectly innocuous in itself, to stress the humanity of Jesus 
against the Apollinarians, who in their turn sought to correct what they 
took to be an exaggerated insistence upon the human nature of Jesus Christ. 

As far as Theodore is concerned, his deviation from orthodoxy can be 
measured by a single letter, an alpha privative. This is perhaps trivial 
philologically — actually it amounts to the difference between yes and no — 
but it makes Theodore an opponent of the most venerated creed of Christen- 
dom, and seems to have been of greater significance than has been previ- 
ously realized. 


CONCLUSION 


It is not the purpose of this paper to prove that in every instance Justin- 
ian’s criticism of Theodore rested on a solid basis. When, for example, he 
accused Theodore of having taught that there was no nature (vous) with- 
out an hypostasis and no hypostasis without a person (zpécwzov ),'* he had 
before him a text quoted by Leontius of Byzantium, but recently proved, on 
the basis of a comparison with the Syriac version,’” to have been reasonably 
free of error. Similarly, in his criticism of Theodore’s exegesis of Psalm 8, 
Justinian, like Vigilius,** makes Theodore speak of the human and the divine 
in Christ as repos and érepos ( Vigilius says alius et alius); another form of 
the same excerpt from Theodore, however, is a little more cautious in posit- 


™ Gwatkin, op. cit. (in n. 6 above), 121, 183, 161, 169 f., 177, 178, 181 f., 183 f., 231, 
and passim. 

™ Against the Three Chapters, ed. Schwartz, 60.20 ff.; MPG, 86.1, 1073AB. For Justinian’s 
definitions of these basic Christological terms, see Contra Monophysitas, ed. Schwartz, 37.14- 
40.2; MPG, 86.1, 1137 D ff. 

™ Marcel Richard, loc. cit. (n. 47 above). 

™ Ed. Schwartz, 55.21-56.13; MPG, 86.1, 1062C-1063B; Le commentaire de Théodore 
de Mopsueste sur les Psaumes (I-LXXX), ed. Robert Devreesse, Studi e Testi, 93 (Vatican 
City, 1939), 46 f. | 

For Pope Vigilius’s rejection of mutability in Christ, see his Constitutum de tribus capitulis, 
e. 11, a O. Guenther, Corpus scriptorum ecclesiasticorum latinorum, 35.1 (Vienna, 1895), 
247.4 ff. 
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ing a division between the two, and is perhaps somewhat less obviously 
unorthodox. Nevertheless, for every passage in which Theodore makes use 
of unobjectionable terminology, there is another that is clearly heretical. 
A number of the latter that were cited by the Fifth Council were taken from 
Theodore’s Catechetical Orations and are indubitably heterodox either in 
attributing mutability to Christ (pp. 132ff. above ), or in dividing Jesus Christ 
into two persons, one human and one divine.’** Despite Theodore’s good in- 
tentions, therefore, he could not permanently escape condemnation, and 
the anathematization of his system as a whole was inevitable. 

Justinian’s authorities for taking this step have already been indicated 
in general terms, but it will be necessary to illustrate his method briefly 
here by a few examples. As we know, he appeals frequently to the Nicene 
Creed of 325 and to the decisions of the first four oecumenical councils.’ 
In addition he leans heavily on the major patristic writers, and especially on 
Athanasius and Cyril. 

In his treatise Against the Three Chapters, Justinian quotes from the 
Oratio I contra Arianos three bits of Athanasius’s exegesis of Philippians 
2.6 £., according to which “[Christ] did not advance from a lower to higher 
estate, but, being God, took the form of a servant and in so doing was not 
exalted but humbled.” ** This, it will be recalled, was an integral part of 
Athanasius’s argument against the Arian conception of the mutability of 
Christ. In his Contra Monophysitas he reproduces in toto the letter of 
Athanasius to the Emperor Jovian in which Athanasius expounds the Nicene 

8} Mingana identifies the sections from the Catechetical Orations that were cited by the 
Fifth Oecumenical Council: Woodbrooke Studies, 5, 8 ff.; 6, xxiii. 

For Theodore’s endorsement of the doctrine of two sons in the Logos-Christ, cf. ibid., 6, 
66 f£.: “There was also the Son [i.e., of God] in the One who was baptised [i.e., Jesus Christ], 
and by His [i.e., the Son’s] proximity to Him [Jesus Christ] and by His union with the one 
who was assumed [Jesus Christ], He was confirming the adoption of children.” Woodbrooke 
Studies, 5, 60: “Our blessed Fathers said that He became incarnate so that you might under- 
stand that He assumed a complete man, who was a man not only in appearance but a man in 
a true human nature, and that you might believe that He assumed not only the body but the 
whole man who is composed of a body and an immortal and rational soul. It is such a man 
that he assumed for our salvation and it is through Him that He effected salvation for our 


life . . .” Tonneau, Homélies, 458, 127; expressions of this sort abound in the Catechetical 
Orations. | 

8 Codex Iustinianus, 1, 1, 2, 1 £., 8, 3; 7, 11 ., ed. P. Kreuger, Corpus Iuris Civilis, 2 
(10th ed., Berlin, 1929), 5 f., 9 f.; Novella, 42, pr.; 115, 3, 14; 13], 1, edd. R. Schoell et 
W. Kroll, Corpus Iuris Civilis, 3 (5th ed., Berlin, 1928), 264, 541, 654 f. (Praedictarum enim 
quattuor synodorum dogmata sicut sanctas scripturas accipimus et regulas sicut leges 
servamus. ) 

Drei dogmatische Schriften, ed. Schwartz, 48.18 ff., 63.20-64.11, 64.36 f., 88.38 ff., 
100.30 ff., 102.29 ff.; MPG, 86.1, 1144D-1145C, 1079C-1081C, 10838B, 1013B, 1025AB, 
1027AB. Cf. Mansi 9, 370C, 875ACD. - 

48 Fd, Schwartz, 58.32 ff.; MPG, 86.1, 1069BC; MPG, 26, 93C, quoted in n. 69 above. 
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Creed of 825 with its anathemas as of divine and apostolic authority, and 
three times cites the condemnation of the Arian view of the mutability of 
Christ. The Arians, Athanasius writes, said that the Son of God was created 
out of nothing, and did not exist from all eternity but was mutable and a 
creature. For this reason they had been anathematized by the fathers of the 
Church, who believed the Son to be not only like the Father or like God, but 
truly God of God, of the same essence as the Father, and the true and legiti- 
mate Son of him, who was his Father by nature.”* Farther along in the same 
treatise, Justinian takes over from the Contra Apollinarium a passage in 
which the pseudo-Athanasius affirms the immutability and ineffableness of 
the Logos.**’ There are many other points of contact, as for example in the 
use of the Bible, discussion of which lies beyond the scope of the present 
investigation. 

Of even greater importance was Cyril, Justinian’s favorite author. The 
Emperor makes use of Cyril's letter to Theodosius II and its reference to 
Christ's immutability, as we have seen,”** and in the Contra M onophysitas 
quotes from Cyril’s Commentary of the Gospel of St. John to prove that the 
Logos could suffer no change or passion.’*”’ He relies also on three other 
works of Cyril to support his refutation of Theodore’s contention that 
Hebrews 2.9, Philippians 2.5 ff., and II Corinthians 8.9 refer to the man 
Christ joined to himself in the incarnation. These texts have been misinter- 
preted by Theodore, Justinian says, and actually prove that the Logos 
descended from heaven and took flesh for our salvation.*** 

These are just a few of the many references Justinian makes to Cyril in 
the course of reinterpreting the Christological problem in Cyrillian terms. 
He could not openly reject the Tome of Leo, which had been sanctioned by 
the Council of Chalcedon, but in expounding the Chalcedonian symbol he 
secured oecumenical validity for Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas against Nesto- 
rius,"’ and himself constantly used and defended Cyril’s Apollinarian for- 
mula, pia dicts Tod Jeod Adyou ceoapKxwpévy (one incarnated nature of the 
God Logos ), which, like Cyril, he falsely attributed to Athanasius." 

™ Ed. Schwartz, 21.23 ff., espec. 21.29 f., 36 f.; 22.23 fF.; 23.1 £.; MPG, 26, 813A ff. 

*° Eid. Schwartz, 30.26 f.; MPG, 26, 1164B. For a brief review of critical opinion on the 
authenticity of this work see Louis Bouyer, op. cit. (n. 69 above), 155. 

“*N. 24 above. 

“ Ed. Schwartz, 29.29 ff.; 31.5 f.; MPG, 78, 161B, 581A. 

“ Ed. Schwartz, 57.29-58.23; MPG, 86.1, 1067A-1069A. 

™ Mansi, 9, 374A, 376AB, 385C-388B; Hefele-Leclercq, Histoire des conciles, 3.1, 128 ff. 
On the anathemas, see Hubert du Manoir de Juaye, op. cit. (n. 51 above), 491 ff.; J. Mahé, 


“Les anathématismes de Saint Cyrille d’Alexandrie,” Revue @ histoire ecclésiastique, 7 (1906), 
505-542. 


“’ Ed. Schwartz, 17.30 ff.; 88.13 ff.; 52.17 ff.; 78.8 ff.; MPG, 86.1, 1055B, 1001A. 
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In following Cyril here, however, in insisting on the immutability of 
Christ, and in rejecting the doctrine of the assumptus homo, favored by 
Theodore, Justinian was not completely consistent. Theodore had said that 
Christ won his immortality, incorruptibility, and immutability at the resur- 
rection; but the Fifth Council condemned only one third of this theory, and 
passed over in silence the question of whether Christ had been immortal 
and incorruptible before the resurrection. It was probably felt that to include 
these other two attributes in the condemnation of the mutability of Christ 
would be to deprive Christ of his full humanity. Logically, except for the 
Nicene anathemas, it might have been possible to consider all three of these 
epithets on the same level, and either reject or approve all of them together. 
Justinian himself at the end of his long reign became convinced that the body 
of Christ was always incorruptible.” Though discussion of this notion, 
known as aphthartodocetism, must be reserved for another occasion, there 
is little doubt that Justinian was led to espouse it for the sake of consistency 
with the doctrine of Christ’s immutability, which he had accepted on the 
authority of the Nicene Creed and of its principal patristic exegetes. 

“1 See nn. 52 and 121 above. 

™ See Martin Jugie, “L’empereur Justinien a-t-i] été aphthartodocéte?” Echos @Orient, 31 
(1932), 399-402. The best work on the theological principles involved is that of René Draguet, 
Julien d’Halicarnasse et sa controverse avec Sévére d Antioche sur Vincorruptibilité du corps 
du Christ (Louvain, 1924). Cf. also on an important aspect of the theology of Justinian not 


treated in this paper E. Amann, “Théopaschite (Controverse),” Dictionnaire de théologie 
catholique, 15 (Paris, 1946), 505-512. 


